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E S . 1  P U R P O S E  A N D  N E E D
 

ES.1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) are conducting 
this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assist federal, state, and local decision makers in objectively 
evaluating proposed courses of action that would satisfy transportation operational and safety goals along the 
1800 North corridor. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this EIS will identify the 
Preferred Alternative that meets the needs of the project while minimizing impacts to the human and natural 
environment. FHWA and UDOT will identify a Preferred Alternative based upon a balanced consideration of the 
need for safe and efficient transportation; the social, economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed 
improvements; and federal, state, and local environmental protection goals.

FHWA and UDOT propose transportation improvements on 1800 North (SR-37) between 2000 West and 
Interstate 15 (I-15). The study area is located in Davis and Weber counties, within the cities of Clinton, Sunset, 
Roy, and Clearfield (see Figure ES-1).

ES.1.2 SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION NEEDS AND PROJECT PURPOSE
The purpose of the project is to implement transportation improvements on the 1800 North study corridor that 
would address current operational and safety conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by:

•	 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor

The project purpose would address the following project needs:

•	 Current and future congestion on the 1800 North study corridor.  The 1800 North study corridor 
currently operates at level-of-service (LOS) E and will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth 
in population, employment, and development.

•	 Inadequate access to and from I-15 for traffic on the 1800 North study corridor because of operational 
failure at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West intersections and I-15 interchanges.  
These intersections and interchanges  will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth in population, 
employment, and development.

•	 Insufficient east-west arterials with adequate access to I-15 within the study area.
•	 Current at-grade rail crossing on 1800 North exceeds FHWA Grade Separation Criteria for freight and 

passenger train crossing safety and thus warrants improvements. 

For additional information, see Chapter 1: Purpose and Need
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Figure ES-1 Study Area
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E S . 2  A L T E R N A T I V E  D E V E L O P M E N T  A N D  S C R E E N I N G
 

ES.2.1 ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT
Description of Alternatives
The lead agencies developed and evaluated a wide range of alternatives as part of the alternative screening 
process. The wide range of alternatives considered included the No-action Alternative, the Transportation System 
Management (TSM) Alternative, the Transit Alternative, and seven build alternatives. These build alternatives 
included capacity and safety improvements to 1800 North, a new interchange with I-15, and improvements to 
other streets and interchanges in the study area. The alternatives included:

•	 No-action Alternative: The No-action Alternative assumes completion of all planned road and transit 
projects in approved regional and local plans by the year 2040 with the exception of the improvements 
that are the subject of this EIS.

•	 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative: The TSM Alternative includes activities 
that would improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity improvements without building new travel 
lanes. It assumes completion of all planned road and transit projects in approved regional and local 
plans by the year 2040 with the exception of the improvements that are the subject of this EIS.

•	 Transit Alternative: The Transit Alternative assumes implementation of public transit improvements 
included in WFRC’s 2040 RTP by 2040, as well as a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route from the Clearfield 
FrontRunner station to the West Davis Highway. This route would follow Main Street and 1800 North. 
It assumes completion of all planned road and transit projects in approved regional and local plans by 
the year 2040 with the exception of the improvements that are the subject of this EIS.

•	 Alternative 1: Add capacity to 1800 North, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North Interchanges, and 
add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 2: Add capacity to 2300 North and 1300 North, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North 
Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 3: Add capacity to 5600 South and 800 North, connect 800 North to the 650 North 
Interchange, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad 
crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 4: Add capacity to 2000 West and Main Street, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North 
Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 5: Add capacity to 1800 North, build a new interchange at or near 1800 North, and add 
a grade-separated railroad crossing.

•	 Alternative 6: Add capacity to 2300 North and 1300 North, build a new interchange at or near 1800 
North, and add a grade-separated railroad crossing.

•	 Alternative 7: Add capacity to 1800 North, extend 1800 North east into Hill Air Force Base (no 
interchange), rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad 
crossing on 1800 North.

Alternatives Screening Process
The screening process for the 1800 North EIS includes:

•	 Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening: Evaluate the compatibility of the alternatives with the 
purpose and need. 

•	 Develop Design Alternatives: Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that meet the 
purpose and need.

•	 Level 2 - Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening: Screen interchange 
alternatives based on their ability to operate satisfactorily. If an alternative is unable to meet the 
traffic operations measures of effectiveness, it will not meet the project purpose to “improve mobility 
and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor,” and the screening process will eliminate the 
alternative from further study. 

•	 Level 3 - Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening:  Screen alternatives 
that are found acceptable in Level 1 and Level 2 Screening. These alternatives will be screened 
based on environmental factors, including impacts to Section 4(f) properties, residential relocations, 
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commercial relocations, and waters of the U.S./wetlands. The environmental screening process is 
not a full environmental analysis of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of alternatives will 
be conducted for alternatives selected for detailed study and will take place in Chapter 3: Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences. In addition to environmental factors, alternatives 
will be screened based on impacts to groundwater, which will influence design and maintenance 
considerations, and how well traffic can be maintained during construction.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS rigorously evaluate all reasonable alternatives 
and discuss those alternatives that were eliminated from further study.  Reasonable alternatives include those 
that meet the project purpose and need. Alternatives that have substantially greater environmental or other 
impacts, based on preliminary screening, will be eliminated from further study.

Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening
The first screening process evaluated the compatibility of the alternatives with the purpose and need using 
Synchro traffic modeling software. Synchro software aided in intersection level analyses and calculated 
intersection delay. 

Synchro software modeled each alternative to calculate intersection delay and Level-of-Service (LOS). Those 
alternatives that met the purpose and need (see Table ES-1) moved forward for further analysis.

Table ES-1 Purpose and Need Objectives

Purpose Objective

Reduce congestion on 1800 North •	 Provide LOS D* on 1800 North

Improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North 
study corridor

•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South Interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North Interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West 

intersection
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North/Main Street 

intersection

Improve safety and operational characteristics on 1800 
North

•	 Improve safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
Railroad Crossing

*When planning for future improvements, a roadway must have adequate capacity to handle the anticipated flow rate, and 
must provide for a minimum acceptable LOS. UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that roadway designers 
should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban area. The proposed project is within an 
urbanized area and therefore streets should operate at LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.

Summary of Results for Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening
Based on Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening, Alternative 5 met the purpose and need of the project. It does 
not meet the “Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection” objective, but no other alternative 
under consideration meets that objective; however, Alternative 5 best improves the operations of the 5600 
South/1900 West intersection compared to all other alternatives. The related project purpose for the “Provide 
LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection” objective is to improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 
1800 North study corridor. The screening process used LOS of the current I-15 accesses to measure if this 
purpose was met. Alternative 5 would meet the project purpose by providing a new interchange at I-15 and 
improving the intersection operations from LOS F to LOS E at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection, even if 
the LOS D objective is not met. Improvements may be needed to further improve traffic operations along the 
5600 South corridor, but this would be unrelated to 1800 North traffic and this study.

Because Alternative 5 meets the purpose of the project, it will advance for further study. The No-action 
Alternative fails to meet the purpose and need for the project, but it will move forward for further study 
because it satisfies the NEPA “no-action” requirement and provides a baseline to compare impacts of build 
alternatives.
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Table ES-2 Summary of Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening

Purpose 
and Need 
Objectives

Provide 
LOS D 

on 1800 
North

Provide 
LOS D at 

the 5600 S 
Interchange

Provide 
LOS D at 
the 650 N 

Interchange

Provide LOS 
D at the 
5600 S

/1900 W 
Intersection

Provide LOS D 
at the 650 N

/Main St. 
Intersection

Improve 
Safety at the 
Union Pacific/
FrontRunner 

Railroad 
Crossing

Recommended  
for Further 

Analysis

No-action No No No No No No Yes

TSM No No No No No No No

Transit No No No No No No No

Alternative 1 Yes Yes No No No Yes No

Alternative 2 No No No No No Yes No

Alternative 3 No No No No No Yes No

Alternative 4 Yes No No No No Yes No

Alternative 5 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Alternative 6 No No No No No Yes No

Alternative 7 Yes No No No No Yes No

Develop Design Options
The next step in the alternatives screening process was to develop design alternatives for the alternatives that 
met the purpose and need. As discussed in Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening, Alternative 5 was the only 
Alternative that met the purpose and need; therefore, design alternatives were developed for the elements of 
Alternative 5. These elements included:
 

•	 Adding capacity to 1800 North – The project team developed five alternatives for adding capacity to 
1800 North. These alternatives included a centerline widening, widen to the north, widen to the south, 
and two minimization alignments. All of these alternatives meet the purpose and need for the project 
and will need to go through Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction Maintenance Screening.

•	 Adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North - The project team developed five 
alternatives for grade-separation at the railroad crossing on 1800 North. These alternatives included 
combinations of  lowering or raising the railroad, lowering or raising 1800 North, and a combination 
of lowering or raising both the railroad and 1800 North. All of these alternatives meet the purpose 
and need for the project and will need to go through Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction 
Maintenance Screening.

•	 Building a new interchange at or near 1800 North – The project team developed 22 alternatives 
for a new interchange at 1800 North. These alternatives will go through both Level 2: Purpose and 
Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening and Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/
Maintenance Screening.

Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening
Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening will evaluate interchange alternatives 
based on Vissim traffic modeling, a detailed traffic modeling methodology that uses micro-simulation analysis, 
which models and controls individual vehicles. This type of traffic modeling is necessary to determine the impacts 
to freeway operations. The Level 2 Screening will evaluate the design alternatives for a “New Interchange at 
1800 North” to determine if the interchange alternatives associated with Alternative 5 meet the purpose and 
need for the project.

An interchange alternative will pass the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening if it meets the 
following criteria:

•	 Provide LOS D for all movements: UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that 
roadway designers should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban 
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area. The proposed project is within an urbanized area and therefore interchanges should operate at 
LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.

•	 Provide for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15: This 
criteria is based on Policy Point 3 of FHWA’s Notice of Revised Policy Statement issued on August 18, 
2008 and filed in the Federal Register on August 26, 2009: “An operational and safety analysis has 
concluded that the proposed change in access does not have a significant adverse impact on the 
safety and operation of the Interstate facility (which includes mainline lanes, existing, new, or modified 
ramps, ramp intersections with crossroad) or on the local street network based on both the current and 
the planned future traffic projections.” Queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline flow 
of I-15 would have an adverse impact on the safety and operation of I-15. Therefore, any interchange 
design alternative that cause queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline flow of I-15 will 
be eliminated from further study.

•	 Provide adequate driver expectancy: According to the Transportation Research Board, expectancy 
relates to a driver’s readiness to respond to situations, events, and information in predictable and 
successful ways. If an interchange design alternative cannot provide for adequate driver expectancy, it 
will be eliminated from further study.

•	 Provide direct connection between 1800 North, Main Street, I-15, and the proposed Falcon 
Hill street system on the east side of I-15: Providing a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the proposed Falcon Hill street system on the east side of I-15 is needed to provide 
access to Main Street and Falcon Hill. If travelers are unable to access Falcon Hill or Main Street from 
the 1800 North Interchange, they will need to use the adjacent interchanges, increasing traffic volumes 
and the associated congestion at the 650 North and 5600 South Interchanges.

If an alternative is unable to meet the above criteria, it will not meet the project purpose to “improve mobility 
and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor” and will not move forward for further study.

The project team developed several design alternatives for a new interchange at 1800 North (see Chapter 2 for 
figures of the Interchange Alternatives): 

•	 Interchange Alternative 4A: Interchange Alternative 4A would build an interchange (Diamond or 
Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)) on I-15 at 1800 North and would relocate Main Street to 250 
West from 1300 North to 2300 North to separate the I-15 ramps from the Main Street intersection. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 4B-1: Interchange Alternative 4B-1 would build an interchange (Diamond 
or SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North, would relocate Main Street to 50 West, and would lift Main Street over 
1800 North. Main Street access to 1800 North would be right-in/right-out. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 4B-2: Interchange Alternative 4B-2 would build an interchange (Diamond 
or SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North, would relocate Main Street to 50 West, and would lift Main Street over 
1800 North. A traffic signal would allow full access to 1800 North from Main Street. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 5A: Interchange Alternative 5A would build an interchange (Diamond or 
SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift I-15 east to provide adequate separation between Main 
Street and the I-15 ramps. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 5B: Interchange Alternative 5B would build an interchange (Diamond or 
SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift I-15 east and Main Street west to provide adequate 
separation between Main Street and the I-15 ramps. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6A: Interchange Alternative 6A would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide a direct southbound ramp connection to Main Street at 1900 North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6B: Interchange Alternative 6B would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide direct southbound ramp connections to Main Street at 1800 North.

•	 Interchange Alternative 6C: Interchange Alternative 6C would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide direct southbound ramp connections to Main Street at 1700 North and 1900 
North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6D: Interchange Alternative 6D would build an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North and would provide southbound loop ramp junctions at 1700 North and 1900 North with 
structures over Main Street. 
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•	 Interchange Alternative 6E: Interchange Alternative 6E would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide a loop ramp junction at 1700 North for southbound movements with a 
flyover at 1800 North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 7: Interchange Alternative 7 would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide  a rotary intersection at the southbound ramps, 1800 North, and Main Street.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8A: Interchange Alternative 8A would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide flyover ramps to the east side of I-15.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8B: Interchange Alternative 8B would build an interchange at 1800 North 
and would provide flyover ramps to the east side of I-15 with a tight diamond configuration. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 8C: Interchange Alternative 8C is similar to Interchange Alternative 8A in 
that it would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would provide flyover ramps to the east 
side of I-15. The flyover ramps would be located even further to the east to avoid the Army rail shops. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 8D: Interchange Alternative 8D is similar to Interchange Alternative 8A in 
that it would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would provide flyover ramps to the east 
side of I-15; however, the flyover ramps would be shifted to the south to avoid the Army rail shops. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 9: Interchange Alternative 9 would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North with ramps in an offset configuration to the east of I-15. Southbound ramps would connect with 
1800 North via a connector road.

•	 Interchange Alternative 10: Interchange Alternative 10 would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North with a Main Street  collector/couplet configuration. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 11: Interchange Alternative 11 would build an interchange on I-15 that 
would move all ramps to the south side of the interchange to avoid the Army Rail shop. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 12: Interchange Alternative 12 would build an oval shaped interchange on 
I-15 that has connecting ramps that provide entrance and exit movements to and from the oval. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 13: Interchange Alternative 13 would build a two quadrant cloverleaf 
interchange on I-15 at 1800 North with both off-ramps at an intersection on the east side of I-15. 
Interchange Alternative 13 would shift I-15 east. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 14: Interchange Alternative 14 would construct an interchange on I-15 that 
would consist of a collector-distributor road system with continuous flow intersections. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 15: Interchange Alternative 15 would construct an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North and would shift Main Street to the east side of I-15 to provide for adequate separation 
between the interchange ramps and the Main Street/1800 North intersection.

Summary of Results for Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening
Based on Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening, 1800 North Interchange 
Alternatives 4A, 5A, 5B, 8A, 8D, and 15 were selected for further study and will move forward to Level 3 
Screening (see Table ES-3).

Table ES-3 Summary of Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening

Alternative 5: 1800 
North Interchange 

Alternative

Measures of Effectiveness

Carry 
Forward 

to Level 3 
Screening 

Provide LOS 
D for all 

movements

Provide for queuing 
on off-ramps that 
does not back into 

mainline flow of I-15 

Provide 
adequate driver 

expectancy

Provide direct connection 
between 1800 North, Main 

Street, I-15, and street 
system on east side of I-15

Alternative 5 (1800 North Interchange Alternatives)

Interchange 
Alternative 4A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 4B-1

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 4B-2

No No No Yes No
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Alternative 5: 1800 
North Interchange 

Alternative

Measures of Effectiveness

Carry 
Forward 

to Level 3 
Screening 

Provide LOS 
D for all 

movements

Provide for queuing 
on off-ramps that 
does not back into 

mainline flow of I-15 

Provide 
adequate driver 

expectancy

Provide direct connection 
between 1800 North, Main 

Street, I-15, and street 
system on east side of I-15

Interchange 
Alternative 5A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 5B

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 6A

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6B

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6C

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6D

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6E

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 7

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 8A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 8B

No No Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 8C

Yes Yes Yes No No

Interchange 
Alternative 8D

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 9

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 10 

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 11

Yes Yes Yes No No

Interchange 
Alternative 12

No No Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 13

No Yes Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 14

Yes Yes No No No

Interchange 
Alternative 15

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Level 3: Environmental And Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening
The Alternative 5: Adding Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives and the Alternative 5: Railroad Grade-Separation 
Alternatives will go through Level 3 Screening. The Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives that 
passed the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening will also go through Level 3 Screening. 

Screening Factors
Environmental
The environmental screening analysis included an inventory of existing environmental resources located near 
the study area. The inventory included Section 4(f) resources (historic structures and public parks), residential 
and commercial structures, and waters of the U.S/wetlands.

Design/Construction/Maintenance
According to the hydrogeology report, groundwater levels at the railroad crossing range from 0-ft to 10-ft. 
Any railroad crossing option that would require lowering either the railroad mainlines or 1800 North below 
ground surface would likely encounter groundwater. The screening process will determine if an option would 
have maintenance and drainage challenges due to high groundwater (none, low, moderate, high, or very high).

In addition, the screening process will determine impacts to maintenance of traffic (MOT) during construction 
(low, moderate, or high).

Add Capacity to 1800 North Options
Alternative 5 includes widening 1800 North between Main Street and 2000 West. To meet the purpose and 
need objective: “Provide LOS D on 1800 North,” Alternative 5 would require a five-lane cross-section on 1800 
North (two travel lanes in each direction with a permissive left-turn lane) for most of the corridor. Between 250 
West and Main Street a seven-lane cross-section (three travel lanes in each direction with a permissive left-turn 
lane/median) would be required. 

•	 Centerline Widening Alternative: The Centerline Widening Alternative would widen equally to 
both the north and the south. In locations where homes and businesses adjacent to 1800 North have 
a large setback, this would allow homes and businesses on each side to remain and would require 
approximately equal right-of-way from property owners on the north and south. In locations where 
homes and businesses adjacent to 1800 North do not have a large setback, this would potentially 
require the relocation of homes and businesses on both the north and south (see Chapter 2 Figures in 
Volume 2).

•	 Widen to the North Alternative: The Widen to the North Alternative would maintain the existing 
right-of-way for south side properties and would require right-of-way from the north side properties 
only, including the potential relocation of the majority of north-side homes and businesses (see Chapter 
2 Figures in Volume 2).

•	 Widen to the South Alternative: The Widen to the South Alternative would maintain the existing 
right-of-way for north side properties and would require right-of-way from the south side properties 
only, including the potential relocation of the majority of south-side homes and businesses (see Chapter 
2 Figures in Volume 2).

•	 Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative: The Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative would shift to 
avoid or minimize impacts to important environmental resources. Between 250 West and Main Street 
the alignment would shift north (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2).

•	 Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative: The Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative would shift to 
avoid or minimize impacts to important environmental resources. Between 250 West and Main Street 
alignment would shift south (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2).
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Railroad Grade-Separation Options
The project team developed several alternatives for a railroad grade separation on 1800 North (the at-grade 
crossing alternative was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose and need objective to improve 
safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad Crossing). These alternatives included:

•	 Elevate railroad mainlines over 1800 North
•	 Lower railroad mainlines under 1800 North
•	 1800 North under railroad mainlines
•	 1800 North over railroad mainlines
•	 Change elevation of both 1800 North and railroad

Bypass Tracks
All of these alternatives, with the exception of the 1800 North over Railroad Mainlines alternative would require 
bypass tracks during construction. These bypass tracks would run parallel to the existing rail corridor. A detailed 
impact analysis of alternatives with bypass tracks was performed only for the Change Elevation of both 1800 
North and Railroad Alternative because this alternative represents the best-case scenario. This scenario would 
require the shortest bypass tracks and would cause the fewest impacts to existing development adjacent to the 
tracks. All other alternatives that would require bypass tracks would require longer bypass tracks and would, 
therefore, have greater impacts (see Chapter 2 Figure in Volume 2). The project team analyzed two alternatives 
for the bypass track. One alternative would utilize fill slopes, and the other alternative would construct retaining 
walls.

Screening of the 1800 North Railroad Grade Separation Alternatives will only consider impacts associated with 
the impacts resulting from the bypass track and will not consider impacts associated with 1800 North widening.

1800 North Interchange Alternatives
1800 North Interchange Alternatives 4A, 5A, 5B, 8A, 8D, and 15 were selected for further study.

Summary of Results for Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening 
Table ES-4 shows a summary of the Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening.

Table ES-4 Summary of Results for Level 3: Design/Construction/Maintenance and Environmental Screening

Alternative
Section 4(f) greater 

than de minimis 
impacts

Residential 
Relocations

Commercial 
Relocations

Waters of the 
U.S./Wetlands

Groundwater 
Impacts

MOT 
Impacts

Carry 
forward to 

detailed 
study

Alternative 5: Add Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives

Centerline 
Widening

27 (includes one 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
property)

63 7 0 N/A N/A No

Widen to the 
North

17 61 9 0 N/A N/A No

Widen to the 
South

23 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

64 5 0 N/A N/A No

Minimization 
Alignment 1

12 49 7 0 N/A N/A Yes

Minimization 
Alignment 2

11 43 5 0 N/A N/A Yes
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Alternative
Section 4(f) greater 

than de minimis 
impacts

Residential 
Relocations

Commercial 
Relocations

Waters of the 
U.S./Wetlands

Groundwater 
Impacts

MOT 
Impacts

Carry 
forward to 

detailed 
study

Alternative 5: 1800 North RR Grade-Separation Alternatives

Elevate RR 
over 1800 
North

1
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 None High No

Lower RR 
under 1800 
North

1
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 Very High High No

1800 North 
under RR

0
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 Very High High No

1800 North 
over RR

0 0 0 0 None Low Yes

Change 
elevation of 
both 1800 
North and RR

0

18 (with 
retaining 

wall)
34 (with 

fill slopes)

0 0 High High No

Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives

Interchange 
Alternative 
4A

40 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

60 2
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No

Interchange 
Alternative 
5A

6 (includes six 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 1 (Army Rail 
Shop)

3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
5B

10 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

11 7
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No

Interchange 
Alternative 
8A

6 (includes six 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 1 (Army Rail 
Shop)

3,215-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
8D

2 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 0
3,215-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
15

10 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

10 9
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No
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Alternatives Selected for Detailed Study
The screening process identified alternatives that this EIS will evaluate in detail.

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would maintain 1800 North and I-15 in their current roadway configurations.  This 
alternative assumes that short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation  of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative also assumes  all other 
improvements planned by others (WFRC RTP and other local transportation plans) would be implemented. 

1800 North Alternative
This EIS will carry Alternative 5 through for detailed study.  Alternative 5 will be referred to in the document as 
the “1800 North Alternative.” The 1800 North Alternative includes:

•	 Adding capacity to 1800 North
•	 Adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North
•	 Building a new interchange at or near 1800 North

Adding Capacity to 1800 North
The screening process identified the 1800 North Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative and 1800 North 
Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative as meriting detailed study.

Adding a Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing on 1800 North
The screening process identified the 1800 North over the Railroad Alternative as meriting detailed study.

New Interchange at or near 1800 North
The screening process identified Interchange Alternative 5A, Interchange Alternative 8A, and Interchange 
Alternative 8D as meriting detailed study. 

1800 North Alternative Configurations
There are six different configurations of the 1800 North Alternative (see Table ES-5 and Chapter 3 Figures in 
Volume 2). Each combination was assigned a name (1800 North Alternatives A through F) to make it easier to 
differentiate between the six configurations. This EIS analyzes all six configurations.

Table ES-5 1800 North Alternative Configurations

1800  North Alternative Adding Capacity to 1800 
North

New Interchange at 1800 North
Grade-Separated 
Railroad Crossing

1800 North Alternative A Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 5A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative B Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 8A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative C Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 8D 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative D Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 5A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative E Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 8A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative F Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 8D 1800 North over RR

Identification of the Preferred Alternative
UDOT has identified 1800 North Alternative F as the alternative which best meets the purpose and need and 
includes measures to minimize impacts to environmental resources; therefore, UDOT has selected 1800 North 
Alternative F as their Preferred Alternative.



E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y                      E S - 1 3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

E S . 3  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S
 

A comparison summary of the predicted environmental effects of the No-action Alternative and Alternatives A 
through F is presented in Table ES-6. The No-action Alternative is used as the baseline for discussing impacts.

Table ES-6 Comparison Summary of the Predicted Environmental Effects of Alternatives

Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Land Use

•	 Would not directly 
impact land uses or 
existing and planned 
parks

•	 Land in the study area 
would continue to 
undergo planned land 
use changes

A

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.1-acres commercial, and 
28.6-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, and Shady Grove Park

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

B

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.1-acres commercial, and 
10.9-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, and Shady Grove Park

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

C

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.1-acres commercial, and 
8.0-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, and Shady Grove Park

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

D

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.2-acres commercial, and 
28.6-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park (Section 
6(f) property)

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

E

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.2-acres commercial, and 
10.9-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park (Section 
6(f) property)

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

F

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.9-acres commercial, and 
8.2-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park (Section 
6(f) property)

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

Farmlands •	 No Impact •	 No Impact
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Social 
Conditions

•	 Would leave existing 
social conditions and 
trends in the study 
area intact

•	 Residents would 
experience frustration 
associated with 
congestion

•	 Would be inconsistent 
with expectations 
and preferences of 
residents in study area

•	 Relocation of approximately 47 to 51 residences along the 1800 
North corridor would likely be disruptive both economically and 
socially to the individuals and households that would be affected

•	 Overall social cohesion does not appear to be unusually 
strong among residents of corridor-adjacent properties, but 
the relocation of several households would likely impact 
neighborhood-based social interaction patterns and social 
integration levels both for members of the relocated households 
and for the those neighbors with whom they are mostly closely 
engaged

•	 Neighborhood-based levels of familiarity, interaction, and social 
cohesion are not likely to be affected by the presence of a wider 
and more heavily-utilized 1800 North corridor, since the existing 
roadway appears already to limit familiarity and interaction 
among those living on opposite sides of the corridor

•	 Once project construction activities are completed residents 
would experience reduced frustrations associated with traffic 
congestion, improved ability to access I-15 for travel to areas 
north and south, and easier access to Hill Air Force Base and 
other areas located east of the I-15 corridor

Environmental 
Justice

•	 Would not have a 
disproportionately 
high and adverse 
effect on minority 
and low-income 
populations.

•	 Alternatives A through F would not cause disproportionately high 
and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations 
in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12808 and FHWA 
Order 6640.23A

Relocations
•	 No relocations 

or right-of-way 
acquisition

A
•	 Would relocate 51 residences and 7 businesses and would 

require a total of 46.3-acres in right-of-way acquisition

B
•	 Would relocate 51 residences and 7 businesses and would 

require a total of 28.6-acres in right-of-way acquisition

C
•	 Would relocate 51 residences and 6 businesses and would 

require a total of 25.7-acres in right-of-way acquisition

D
•	 Would relocate 42 residences , 4 businesses, and 1 municipal 

building and would require a total of 46.5-acres in right-of-way 
acquisition

E
•	 Would relocate 42 residences , 4 businesses, and 1 municipal 

building and would require a total of 28.8-acres in right-of-way 
acquisition

F
•	 Would relocate 42 residences , 3 businesses, and 1 municipal 

building and would require a total of 26.7-acres in right-of-way 
acquisition
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Economic 
Conditions

•	 Increased traffic 
congestion could 
constrain development 
and could cause 
residents to be less 
willing to travel 
and patronize local 
businesses

•	 Could have a 
negative impact 
on the Falcon Hill 
Development because 
an interchange would 
not be constructed 
and would not 
improve access to the 
development

A

•	 Would relocate 7 businesses
•	 May limit Sunset City’s ability to accommodate the planned 

commercial district along 1800 North without additional 
commercial zoning

•	 Would have long-term economic benefits (direct connection to 
Falcon Hill, improved access to I-15, and increase in demand for 
commercial activity on 1800 North and Main Street)

B

•	 Would relocate 7 businesses
•	 May limit Sunset City’s ability to accommodate the planned 

commercial district along 1800 North without additional 
commercial zoning

•	 Would have long-term economic benefits (direct connection to 
Falcon Hill, improved access to I-15, and increase in demand for 
commercial activity on 1800 North and Main Street)

C

•	 Would relocate 6 businesses
•	 May limit Sunset City’s ability to accommodate the planned 

commercial district along 1800 North without additional 
commercial zoning

•	 Would have long-term economic benefits (direct connection to 
Falcon Hill, improved access to I-15, and increase in demand for 
commercial activity on 1800 North and Main Street)

D

•	 Would relocate 4 businesses
•	 Would have long-term economic benefits (direct connection to 

Falcon Hill, improved access to I-15, and increase in demand for 
commercial activity on 1800 North and Main Street)

E

•	 Would relocate 4 businesses
•	 Would have long-term economic benefits (direct connection to 

Falcon Hill, improved access to I-15, and increase in demand for 
commercial activity on 1800 North and Main Street)

F

•	 Would relocate 3 businesses
•	 Would have long-term economic benefits (direct connection to 

Falcon Hill, improved access to I-15, and increase in demand for 
commercial activity on 1800 North and Main Street)

Pedestrians 
and Bicyclists

•	 Would not construct 
pedestrian or bicyclist 
facilities

•	 Would not eliminate any existing pedestrian or bicyclist facilities 
and would accommodate existing child access routing plans

•	 Would provide continuous sidewalk on both sides of 1800 North
•	 Would construct a railroad overpass at the Union Pacific/

FrontRunner railroad crossing (the railroad overapss would 
improve safety at the school crossing in this location)

•	 Would construct a 12-ft should which could accomodate bicycle 
usage

•	 At signalized intersections signal timing may need to be adjusted 
to allow for the extra time it would take a pedestrian to cross a 
widened 1800 North

•	 Would impact approximately 60-ft of the existing D&RGW Rail 
Trail (the existing connections to the sidewalks on the north and 
south sides of 1800 North would be maintained)
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Air Quality

•	 Would not result in 
new violations of the 
NAAQS, increases 
in the frequency or 
severity of existing 
violations of the 
NAAQS, or delays in 
attaining the NAAQS

•	 Would not result in new violations of the NAAQS, increases in 
the frequency or severity of existing violations of the NAAQS, or 
delays in attaining the NAAQS

Noise

•	 Noise levels would 
generally not 
increase over existing 
conditions

•	 Worst case scenario noise levels would range from 55.6 dBA to 
74 dBA, with an average noise level of about 65 dBA

Water 
Resources

•	 Drainage conditions 
would remain the 
same

•	 Storm water would 
continue to flow 
through existing 
stormdrain systems in 
areas where they are 
present, and where 
they are not present 
storm water would 
continue to infiltrate 
into the ground

•	 The impervious area would increase from 38.1-acres to between  
71.7-acres to 79.5-acres

•	 Alternatives A through F are not expected to impact water 
quality because the increase in flow would be controlled through 
the use of curb and gutter, catch basins, storm drain pipelines, 
and detention basins

•	 Alternatives A through F would either re-align or pipe between 
3,215-ft and 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Counties Canal

•	 Alternatives A through F could impact 114 PODs

Wetlands •	 No impact
•	 Alternatives A through F would either re-align or pipe between 

3,215-ft and 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Counties Canal 
(1.5 acres to 1.6 acres)

Floodplains •	 No impact •	 No impact

Wildlife •	 No impact •	 No impact

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species
•	 No impact •	 No impact
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Archaeological 
and 

Architectural 
Resources

•	 No impact

A
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 16 No Adverse Effects
•	 16 Adverse Effects

B
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 16 No Adverse Effects
•	 16 Adverse Effects

C
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 20 No Adverse Effects
•	 12 Adverse Effects

D
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 15 No Adverse Effects
•	 15 Adverse Effects

E
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 15 No Adverse Effects
•	 15 Adverse Effects

F
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 20 No Adverse Effects
•	 11 Adverse Effects

Paleontology •	 No impact •	 No impact

Hazardous 
Waste

•	 No impact

•	 Could potentially encounter areas of environmental concern 
from historic incidents along the 1800 North corridor (mostly 
leaking underground storage tanks)

•	 Could potentially encounter contaminated soil or groundwater 
associated with Hill Air Force Base operable units

•	 Relocation or abandonment of monitoring points and treatment 
system may be required



E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y                      E S - 1 8

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Visual 
Conditions

•	 Would include 
changes associated 
with implementation 
of current and future 
zoning and land use 
plans.

•	 The addition of travel lanes on 1800 North would cause visual 
character and quality impacts to both those traveling on 1800 
North and those adjacent to 1800 North. Some viewers may 
see this change as a negative impact while other viewers may 
see this change as an improvement due to the construction of 
roadway amenities such as sidewalk and parkstrip.

•	 In areas where the removal of the front-row of homes is required 
as part of the 1800 North widening, the view from the backyards 
of the second row of homes would change substantially. In the 
short-term, the residents in these second row of homes would 
have a view of the widened 1800 North and the associated 
additional lanes, curb and gutter, park strips, and sidewalks. In 
the long-term, as potential development takes place between 
the second row of homes and the widened 1800 North, 
these residents may have a view of commercial or residential 
properties.

•	 The greatest degree of visual contrast would come from the 
railroad separation structure. The proposed structure would 
elevate 1800 North and would add approximately 30-ft to the 
profile. Residences of homes in this area would no longer have 
a view of the homes and landscape across 1800 North, but 
would have a view of the frontage road and retaining wall. Some 
viewers may see this change as a negative impact, others viewers 
may see this change as an improvement due to the construction 
of a patterned wall that blocks their view of the roadway.

•	 Construction of a new interchange would alter the viewshed for 
viewer groups traveling within the study area by providing a line 
of sight into Hill Air Force Base.

Invasive 
Species

•	 No impact
•	 Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive 

species

Wild and 
Scenic Rivers

•	 No impact •	 No impact

Energy

•	 No construction 
energy requirements

•	 Similar operational 
energy requirements 
to  Alternatives A 
through F

•	 Construction energy requirements
•	 Similar operational energy requirements to the No-action 

Alternative
•	 Lower fuel consumption due to decreased congestion
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Construction •	 No impact

Social
Residents would experience inconvenience and frustration associated 
with traffic diversions, delays, and roadway closures during the 
construction phase of the study. Could impact passage and access 
for emergency services (ambulance, fire, and police) and busses (UTA, 
school, and transportation for the handicapped and elderly)

Economic Conditions
Disruptions to businesses during construction would include 
constrained or revised access, traffic congestion, noise, fugitive 
dust, visual obstructions as a result of construction equipment, and 
temporary loss of parking. These inconveniences, although temporary, 
could result in a decrease in patronage and sales because residents 
would be less willing to negotiate the conditions on 1800 North.

Air Quality
Would result in temporary negative effects to air quality in the study 
area due to increased dust and particulates. PM10 emissions from 
construction activities are usually local and short-term and last only 
for the duration of the construction period. Construction activity may 
also generate a temporary increase in MSAT emissions, especially for 
long-term construction projects.

Noise and Vibration
Area residents would experience temporary inconvenience due to 
construction noise and vibration. Extended disruption of normal 
activities is not anticipated, since no one receptor is expected to be 
exposed to construction noise of long duration.

Cultural (Archaeological and Architectural) Resources
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered archaeological sites.

Paleontology
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered paleontological sites.

Wetlands
Would include realigning or piping the Davis & Weber Counties 
Canal.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered hazardous waste sites.

Visual Conditions
There would be some temporary visual impacts to the study area with 
the addition of construction signs, barricades, exposed earth, and 
construction equipment.
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Construction
(continued)

•	 No impact

Water Quality and Water Resources
There is the potential for temporary soil erosion and sediment/siltation 
impacts.

Energy
Would directly consume energy in the form of energy used to operate 
construction machinery, provide construction lighting, and produce 
and transport materials used in the construction of the project, such 
as asphalt.

Invasive Species
The potential exists for invasive species to be introduced or 
propagated in the study area due to construction activities that 
disturb the existing ground cover.

Construction Phasing and Potential Detours 
Construction of the project may occur in phases. The appropriate 
mitigation and project commitments would be conducted concurrent 
with the appropriate construction phase.

The construction of the project would result in temporary access 
closures and detours. 

The construction of the project would result in temporary access 
closures and detours.
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E S . 4  S E C T I O N  4 ( F )  E V A L U A T I O N
 

Section 4(f) refers to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, which provides protection 
to public parks and recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites from impacts by federal 
transportation actions. There are four parks and two trails within the study area that qualify for Section 4(f) 
protection. See Section 3.1 Parks and Recreational Areas in Chapter 4. There are also 59 historic properties within 
the study area that qualify for Section 4(f) protection (4 archaeological sites and 55 architectural properties). 
See Section 3.2 Historic Properties in Chapter 4.

There is no feasible and prudent alternative that would completely avoid impacts to Section 4(f) resources. 
Alternatives A through F would have the following impacts to Section 4(f) resources:

Table ES-7 Summary of Section 4(f) Uses

Alternative
Number of Section 4(f) Uses

No Use
De Minimis 

Impact
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Parks and Recreational Areas

A 1 5 0

B 1 5 0

C 1 5 0

D 0 6 0

E 0 6 0

F 0 6 0

Historic Properties

A 21 16 18

B 21 16 18

C 21 20 14

D 23 15 17

E 23 15 17

F 22 20 13

Since there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative that would avoid all Section 4(f) resources, then 
FHWA may approve, from among the remaining alternatives that use Section 4(f) property, only the alternative 
that causes the least overall harm. Alternative F was determined to be the alternative with the least overall harm 
for the following reasons:

•	 The Relative Severity of the Remaining Harm, after Mitigation: Alternative F would require the 
demolition of 13 Section 4(f) properties (other alternatives would require the demolition of 14 to 18 
Section 4(f) properties).

•	 The Relative Significance of Each Section 4(f) Property: Alternative F would not have a greater 
than de minimis impact to any relatively significant historic properties.

•	 After Reasonable Mitigation, Adverse Impacts to Resources Not Protected by Section 4(f): 
Alternative F would cause a lesser economic impact than Alternatives A through E.

•	 Substantial Difference in Cost Among the Alternatives: Alternative F would have a lower cost 
because it would not require the relocation of the $50 Million Army Rail Shop facility.
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E S . 5  A R E A S  O F  C O N T R O V E R S Y
 

The potential for public controversy over this project was an important factor in the decision to prepare an EIS. 
Coordination with the public and municipalities has been ongoing and consistent to help identify and anticipate 
any issues that may be controversial with the project. Public input was taken on the purpose and need for the 
project and on the range of alternatives to be evaluated, which helped identify the issues that the public had 
with regards to this project and their ideas as to possible solutions. There are no known areas of controversy.

E S . 6  U N R E S O L V E D  I S S U E S
 

There are no unresolved issues in connection with this EIS.

E S . 7  O T H E R  R E Q U I R E D  G O V E R N M E N T A L  A C T I O N S
 

•	 Storm Water General Permit for Construction Activities: A permit which grants authorization to 
discharge under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) is required for projects that 
disturb more than one acre of surface area during construction. As part of the requirements for this 
permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed and incorporated into the 
fi nal design of this project. A Notice of Intent (NOI) form will be submitted to the Utah Department of 
Water Quality (UDWQ) prior to any construction. Upon completion of the proposed project, a Notice 
of Termination (NOT) will be submitted to the same agency.

•	 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act: The proposed project needs to comply with Section 404(b)
(1) guidelines. A Section 404 Permit is required for discharging any material or dredging below the 
ordinary high water mark in waters of the United States, including wetlands. The Davis & Weber 
Counties Canal would be impacted by Alternatives A through F and will require a Section 404 Permit 
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

•	 Air Quality Permit for Construction Activities: A permit for air quality impacts during construction is 
required to control fugitive dust and emissions. This permit will be obtained from the Utah Department 
of AIr Quality (UDAQ) by the contractor prior to the start of construction.

•	 Cultural Requirement: A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to resolve adverse effects to historic 
properties will be prepared and agreed upon and executed by Clinton, Sunset, FHWA, UDOT, and 
SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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AADA Aspen Avenue Disposal Area
ACM Asbestos-containing materials
ADA American with Disabilities Act of 1990
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
APA Agricultural Protection Areas
APE Area of Potential Effects
AST Above ground storage tanks
BMP Best Management Practice
CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CERCLA Comprehensive Emergency Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
cfs cubic feet per second
CO Carbon monoxide
CO2 Carbon dioxide
COC Contaminant of concern
CSS Context Sensitive Solution
dBA A-weighted decibels
DCE dichloroethene
DEPH Diethylhexyl phthalate
DERR Division of Environmental Response and Remediation
DOEFOE Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
ERP Environmental Restoration Program
ESA Endangered Species Act
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act
HCM Highway Capacity Manual
HCS Highway Capacity Software
HHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
I-15 Interstate 15
IWTP Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant
LBP Lead-based paint
Leq Equivalent (or average) Noise Level
LOS level-of-service
LQG large-quantity generator
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank
LWCF Land and Water Conservation Fund
LWCFA Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
MOA Memorandum of Agreement
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
mpg Miles per gallon
mph Miles per hour
MSAT Mobile Source Air Toxics
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NATA National Air Toxics Assessment
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
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NFIP National Flood Insurance Program
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
NPL National Priorities List
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
O3 Ozone
ODCs Ozone-depleting chemicals
OU Operable Unit
Pb Lead
pc/mi/ln Passenger Cars per Mile per Lane
PCB Polychlorinated biphenyl
PCE tetrachloroethene 
PM2.5 Particulate Matter with a diameter of less than 2.5 micrometers
PM10 Particulate Matter with a diameter of less than 10 micrometers
POD Points-of-diversion
ppm Parts per million
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCRIS Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
RTP Regional Transportation Plan
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
SIP State Implementation Plan
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide
SQG small-quantity generator
STIP Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
TARS Tooele Army Rail Shop
TCB Trichlorobenzene
TCE Trichloroethene
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
TDS Total Dissolved Solids
TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
TNM Traffic Noise Model
TRI Toxics Release Inventory
TSD treatment, storage, and disposal
TSM Transportation System Management
TSS Total Suspended Solids
UCA Utah Code Annotated
UDEQ Utah Department of Environmental Quality
UDOT Utah Department of Transportation
UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
UGS Utah Geological Survey
UNHP Utah Natural Heritage Program
UPDES Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USC United States Code
USDOT United States Department of Transportation
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
UST Underground Storage Tank
vpd Vehicles per day
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VMT Vehicle miles traveled
WIWMD Wasatch Integrated Waste Management District
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant
µg/m3 Micrograms per cubic meter
°C degrees Celsius 
°F degrees Fahrenheit
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) are conducting 
this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assist federal, state, and local decision makers in objectively 
evaluating proposed courses of action that would satisfy transportation operational and safety goals along the 
1800 North corridor. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this EIS will identify the 
Preferred Alternative that meets the needs of the project while minimizing impacts to the human and natural 
environment. FHWA and UDOT will identify a Preferred Alternative based upon a balanced consideration of the 
need for safe and efficient transportation; the social, economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed 
improvements; and federal, state, and local environmental protection goals.

FHWA and UDOT propose transportation improvements on 1800 North (SR-37) between 2000 West and 
Interstate 15 (I-15). SR-37 is an urban minor arterial that begins at Main Street (1900 West in Weber County) 
in Sunset City and extends to the west where the corridor turns north at 5000/5900 West. The roadway then 
turns to the east at 4000 South in West Haven and 
extends to the east until it reaches SR-108 (see 
Figure 1-1).  

The study area is located in Davis and Weber 
counties, within the cities of Clinton, Sunset, 
Roy, and Clearfield (see Figure 1-2). In the study 
area, SR-37 is 1800 North. The 1800 North study 
corridor is a two-lane roadway with a two-way left 
turn lane between 1000 West and 2000 West. 
At approximately 500 West, the Union Pacific 
Railroad freight mainline crosses 1800 North with 
two tracks and the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) 
passenger mainline (FrontRunner) crosses 1800 
North with a single track.

The termini for the study will be 2000 West (a 
minor arterial also known as SR-108) on the west 
and I-15 (the principal north-south freeway in the 
state) on the east.  

C H A P T E R  1 :  P U R P O S E  A N D  N E E D

1 . 1  I N T R O D U C T I O N

W H AT  I S  T H E  D I F F E R E N C E  B E T W E E N 
T H E  1 8 0 0  N O R T H  S T U D Y  C O R R I D O R 
A N D  T H E  S T U D Y  A R E A ?

1800 North Study Corridor: Defines the area 
where the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC) 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) recommends 
improvements for 1800 North. The area includes 
1800 North between 2000 West and I-15.

Study Area: Defines the area where the project 
team will consider a wide range of alternatives and 
includes the area bounded by 300 North in Clearfield 
to the south, 5600 South in Roy to the north, 2000 
West to the west, and I-15 to the east (see Figure 
1-2). The study area was chosen, in part, to satisfy 
FHWA’s Interstate Access Change Request (IACR) 
Policy Requirements. As part of the IACR process, 
the 650 North and 5600 South Interchanges and/or 
other local roads and streets need to be evaluated 
to determine if they can be reasonably improved to 
satisfactorily accommodate the design-year traffic 
demands. 
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Figure 1-1 Vicinity Map
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Figure 1-2 Study Area
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1.1.1 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
The purpose of the project is to implement transportation improvements on the 1800 North study corridor that 
would address current operational and safety conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by:

•	 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor

1.1.2 SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
The project purpose would address the following project needs:

•	 Current and future congestion on the 1800 North study corridor.  The 1800 North study corridor 
currently operates at level-of-service (LOS) E and will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth 
in population, employment, and development (see Section 1.2.1 for more detail).

•	 Inadequate access to and from I-15 for traffic on the 1800 North study corridor because of operational 
failure at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West intersections and I-15 interchanges.  
These intersections and interchanges  will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth in population, 
employment, and development (see Section 1.2.2 for more detail).

•	 Insufficient east-west arterials with adequate access to I-15 within the study area (see Section 1.2.3 
for more detail).

•	 Current at-grade rail crossing on 1800 North exceeds FHWA Grade Separation Criteria for freight and 
passenger train crossing safety and thus warrants improvements (see Section 1.2.4 for more detail). 

1.1.3 PARTICIPANTS IN PURPOSE AND NEED 
DEVELOPMENT
In accordance with Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act - a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU), the purpose and need development included the input of lead 
agencies, participating agencies, and the general public.

•	 Lead agencies:  FHWA and UDOT are the joint lead 
agencies for the 1800 North EIS.

•	 Cooperating Agencies: The following agencies have 
accepted Cooperating Agency status (see Chapter 7):

•	 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
•	 U.S. Air Force
•	 U.S. Army

•	 Participating Agencies:  In accordance with SAFETEA-
LU, UDOT and FHWA extended invitations to agencies 
and government entities to be participating agencies.  
The following agencies are participating agencies (see 
Chapter 7):

•	 Clinton City
•	 Sunset City
•	 Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
•	 Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
•	 Military Installation Development Authority 

(MIDA)
•	 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
•	 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
•	 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
•	 Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
•	 U.S. Air Force
•	 U.S. Army

W H AT  A R E  C O O P E R AT I N G 
A N D  PA R T I C I PAT I N G 
A G E N C I E S ?

Cooperating agencies are defined 
as “any Federal agency, other than a 
lead agency, that has jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise with respect 
to any environmental impact involved 
in a proposed project or project 
alternative.”

Participating agencies could be 
Federal, State, tribal, regional, and local 
government agencies that may have 
an interest in the study. Participating 
agencies participate in the NEPA 
process, provide input, identify issues 
of concern, and participate in the 
scoping process. 
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The lead agencies used several methods to obtain input for the project purpose and need. They initiated 
purpose and need development by sending agency scoping letters soliciting specific concerns within the study 
area, and gathered input regarding the project purpose and transportation needs in the area during an agency/
public scoping meeting held on November 30, 2010. The study hotline and the website also afforded the public 
the opportunity to provide comments (see Chapter 7 for a summary of agency and public comments).

1.1.4 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING EFFORTS
The Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) and the cities of Clinton and Sunset are responsible for transportation 
planning on the 1800 North study corridor.  Transportation planning is an on-going process to identify needs 
and projects to maintain an adequate transportation system.

Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
Metropolitan Planning
Planning for the project began as part of WFRC’s regional planning 
efforts. Consistent with federal law, WFRC regularly develops 20- 
to 30-year financially-constrained regional transportation plans 
based on a comprehensive, area-wide transportation systems 
analysis. This analysis addresses all modes of transportation, 
including highways, transit, trucking, rail, air, pedestrian, and 
bicycle.

WFRC maintains a travel demand forecasting model for Weber 
and Davis Counties. The 2040 travel demand model (TDM) version 
7, released on December 23, 2010, predicts future travel demand 
based on projections of land use, socioeconomic patterns, and 
transportation system characteristics.  Traffic projections for 2040 
on this study were obtained from the TDM.  

Planned Improvements on 1800 North Study Corridor
WFRC identified the need to widen 1800 North, provide a grade-
separation at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad crossing, and 
construct a new interchange to provide access from the 1800 North 
corridor to I-15 on their 2011-2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP).  These projects are part of WFRC’s overall plan to address 
congestion in the study area and provide for an adequate transportation system.

•	 Widening 1800 North – first identified in the 2002-2030 RTP
•	 A grade separation at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad crossing – considered part of the 

1800 North widening project on the 2007-2030 RTP and identified as a separate project in the 2011-
2040 RTP

•	 New interchange on I-15 at 1800 North – first identified on the 2007-2030 RTP 

All projects on the 2040 RTP in or near the study area are described below.

Planned Improvements in Project Vicinity
WFRC’s 2040 RTP lists the following planned highway and transit projects in the project vicinity (see Tables 1-1 
and 1-2 and Figures 1-3 and 1-4).  The projects are planned in phases:

•	 Phase 1: 2011 to 2020 
•	 Phase 2: 2021 to 2030
•	 Phase 3: 2031 to 2040

W H AT  I S  T H E  W F R C ?

WFRC has been the designated 
metropolitan planning organization 
(MPO) for the Wasatch Front Urban 
Area since 1969 and is responsible for 
developing and maintaining a region-
wide, long-range transportation plan 
for Salt Lake, Davis, and western 
Weber counties. WFRC works in close 
cooperation with UDOT, the UTA, the 
Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ), 
and the cities and counties located 
within its region to develop regional 
plans that include new transportation 
facilities and upgrades to the 
existing transportation systems and 
infrastructure.
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Table 1-1 WFRC 2040 RTP Planned Highway Improvements in the Project Vicinity (see Figure 1-3)

Map 
#

Street Project Limits
Existing No. 

of Lanes
Future No. 
of Lanes

Type Phase

East-West Facilities

1 1800 North
West Davis Corridor to 2000 

West
2 4 Widening 2

2 1800 North
2000 West to SR-126 (Main 

Street)
2 4 Widening 1

3 SR-193 Extension
West Davis Corridor to 2000 

West
0 4

New 
Construction

2

4 SR-193 Extension 2000 West to State Street 0 4
New 

Construction
1

5 SR-193 Extension I-15 to US-89 --- --- Operational 1

6
5600 South/5500 
South

5900 West (Hooper) to 3500 
West

2 4 Widening 2

7 5600 South
3500 West to 1900 West 

(SR-126)
2 4 Widening 2

North-South Facilities

8 West Davis Corridor
Weber County Line to 

Syracuse Road
0 4

New 
Construction

2

9 2000 West (SR-108)
Weber County Line to 

Syracuse Road (SR-108)
2 4 Widening 1

10 I-15
Weber County Line to Hill 

Field Road (SR-232)
6 6+HOV Widening 1

Spot Facilities

11
1800 North 
Overpass

At 500 West Railroad 
Crossing

2 4
New 

Construction
1

12 I-15 Interchange At 1800 North --- ---
New 

Construction
1

13 I-15 Interchange At 650 North --- --- Upgrade 3

14 I-15 Interchange At 5600 South --- --- Upgrade 3
Projects in bold are projects that are planned for the 1800 North study corridor.

Table 1-2 WFRC 2040 RTP Planned Transit Improvements in the Project Vicinity (see Figure 1-4)

Map 
#

Project General Location Description Phase

1
North Ogden -- Salt Lake North 
Corridor (North)

North Ogden to Farmington Station
Bus Rapid Transit/

Enhanced Bus
1,2,3

2
West Weber -- West Davis Enhanced 
Bus (BRT)

Ogden Intermodal Center to Layton 
Front Runner Station

Enhanced Bus 1,3

3
Falcon Hill - Hill Air Force Base West 
Gate

New Hill Air Force Base West Gate Transit Hub 1
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Figure 1-3 WFRC 2040 RTP Highway Improvements in the Study Area
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Figure 1-4 WFRC 2040 RTP Transit Improvements in the Study Area
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Bicycle System
WFRC’s 2040 RTP includes the Regional Bicycle Plan for Salt Lake, 
Weber, and Davis counties, which was developed cooperatively 
by the Bicycle Task Force, local community officials, and Wasatch 
Front interest groups. Bicycle facilities are identified as Class 1, 2, 
or 3, depending on the design of the facility (see box at right).  

The Regional Bicycle Plan incorporates individual community plans 
and identifies facilities for bicycle travel within street right-of-ways, 
as well as separate paths or trails that will need to be included when 
improvements are being considered and constructed. Although 
bicycle facilities are mostly local in nature, the Regional Bicycle 
Plan for the Wasatch Front Urban Area identifies an integrated 
regional network of bicycle routes from Bluffdale in southern Salt 
Lake County to Pleasant View in northern Weber County.  The 
bicycle routes identified on the 2040 RTP in the study area are 
shown on Figure 1-5.  A Class 2 bicycle facility is proposed for the 
1800 North study corridor. 
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Figure 1-5 WFRC 2040 Regional Bicycle Plan

B I C Y C L E  F A C I L I T I E S

Class 1 - bicycle facilities that provide 
for bicycle travel on a right-of-way 
completely separated from the travel 
lanes and shoulders of any street or 
highway.  

Class 2 - bicycle facilities that provide 
a striped and signed lane for one-way 
bicycle travel on a street, usually one 
with a wider shoulder to accommodate 
the bicycle lane. 

Class 3 - bicycle facilities that provide 
a sign only for designated bicycle travel 
on a roadway shared with cars. 
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Unified Transportation Plan
UDOT, the WFRC, and other metropolitan planning organizations in Utah have created Utah’s Unified 
Transportation Plan 2007-2030.  The Unified Plan is an executive summary of five individual agency plans, 
including WFRC’s RTP, and contains a comprehensive project list including all major capacity projects anticipated 
through 2030.  Therefore, any project that is listed in the WFRC RTP is also listed in the Unified Plan, and is 
officially recognized as a planned project by UDOT.
 
UDOT’s Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
UDOT’s Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a five-year plan of highway and transit projects 
for the state of Utah (2010-2015).  The STIP is UDOT’s official work plan for the development of projects through 
concept, environmental studies, right-of-way acquisition, planning, design, and advertising for construction for 
all sources of funds.  The current 1800 North corridor study is listed on UDOT’s  2010-2015 STIP.

Clinton City
Clinton City has included widening 1800 North to five lanes on their Master Transportation Plan (March 21, 
2006).

Sunset City
Sunset City, in their general plan (December 2, 2008), anticipates that 1800 North would be widened to four 
lanes and an interchange would be constructed on I-15 at 1800 North. 

1.1.5 GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT IN STUDY AREA
Growth in Population and Employment
The project team evaluated population and employment growth using projections generated by the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Budget. The cities of Clinton and Sunset have concurred that these growth projections 
are consistent with city projections.

Population and employment growth is shown in Table 1-3. Davis County grew from 238,994 residents in 2000 
(U.S. census) to an estimated 323,087 in 2010 (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget). The Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Budget forecasts that by 2040, Davis County will have 407,238 residents. Employment 
is projected to grow from 169,750 jobs in 2010 to 215,040 jobs in 2040. 

Weber County will have an even higher projected growth rate, growing from 232,696 residents in 2010 to 
370,523 residents by 2040 (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget).  Employment is projected to grow 
from 129,971 jobs in 2010 to 210,552 jobs in 2040 (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget).  The 
projected additional growth in population and employment will increase travel demand and congestion on the 
transportation network.

Table 1-3 shows that population numbers will decrease in Sunset City between 2010 and 2040.  This is because 
Sunset City has reached build-out.  However, if 1800 North is developed as a High Intensity Commercial 
Corridor (as per Sunset City’s General Plan), employment will likely grow in Sunset, thus increasing congestion 
and travel demand.
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 Table 1-3 Population and Employment Growth

Area 2000 Census 2010 2020 2030 2040 % Growth
(2010 to 2040)

Population

Davis County 238,994 323,087 369,467 390,159 407,238 26.0%

Clinton City 12,585 25,613 29,878 31,449 31,940 24.7%

Sunset City 5,204 5,099 5,124 4,904 4,649 -8.8%

Clearfield City 25,974 29,840 31,698 34,034 34,847 16.8%

West Point 6,033 12,600 20,081 24,499 31,016 146%

Weber County 196,533 232,696 278,256 320,634 370,523 59.2%

Roy City 32,885 35,457 37,382 39,567 40,787 15.0%

Hooper 4,058 7,091 10,398 13,812 14,098 98.8%

Employment

Davis County --- 169,750 200,044 209,651 215,040 26.7%

Weber County --- 129,971 156,377 181,205 210,552 62.0%

Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget

Development
There has been substantial growth and development over the last several years in the 1800 North study corridor.  
This development is mostly residential, with some commercial.  Figure 1-8 shows the development that has 
already occurred on or near the 1800 North study corridor, from 1997 to 2010. This development contributes 
to increases in travel demand and congestion.  As more development occurs, an increase in travel demand and 
congestion will be seen in the study area.
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Existing and Proposed Traffic Generators
The following is a list of existing and proposed traffic generators.  These traffic generators are accounted for in 
the traffic modeling analysis.

Hill Air Force Base
Hill Air Force Base is an Air Force Materiel Command 
base located in northern Utah. Ogden Air Logistics 
Complex is the major organization at Hill Air Force 
Base and is the largest employer in Utah, with more 
than 23,500 civilian and military employees.  Access to 
Hill Air Force Base is permitted only at certain secured 
entrances.  There are four entrances onto the base (see 
Figure 1-9):

•	 South Gate on SR-193: Located approximately 
1.5 miles east of Clearfield (SR-193) Exit 334 
on I-15 and open around the clock.

•	 Roy/Truck Gate: Located approximately 
a quarter mile east of the 5600 South 
interchange (Exit 338) on I-15. This gate is 
open around the clock and must be used by 
all commercial vehicles possessing enclosed 
compartments where the interior of the 
compartment is not readily viewable. Dump 
trucks and flatbed trailers must also use this 
gate.

•	 West Gate: Located immediately east of the 
650 North interchange (Exit 335) on I-15.

•	 Southwest Gate: Accessible from Route 193 
off Exit 334.
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Figure 1-10 Conceptual Falcon Hill Master Plan

Of the four entrances onto the base, two of the entrances are located in the study area (Roy Gate and West 
Gate).

Commercial Development on 1800 North
The 1800 North study corridor in Clinton City has experienced commercial growth during the past 20 years.  
More than 900,000 square feet of new commercial real estate was developed, providing 1,500 new jobs.  Most 
of this development has occurred at the 1800 North and 2000 West intersection.  In Sunset City there have not 
been major recent commercial developments along the 1800 North study corridor, but Sunset City’s General 
Plan (December 2008) states:

“1800 North should be developed as a High Intensity Commercial Corridor. This corridor would be 
the ideal location to direct larger scale retail development and higher density office development. 
It would allow the City to take advantage of the anticipated increase in retail traffic that will 
be generated from the Hill Air Force Base Development and also the increased commuter traffic 
utilizing the transportation improvements.”

Falcon Hill Development
The Falcon Hill development will be located on approximately 550 acres on the west side of Hill Air Force 
Base adjacent to I-15 (see Figure 1-10). The proposed development will consist of office and research space, 
supporting retail establishments, restaurants, and two hotels and is intended to bring in thousands of aerospace 
industry jobs to the local area. The Air Force is making this land available using a program known as Enhanced 
Use Leasing, which takes under-utilized land and leases it to private developers for commercial uses. While the 
Air Force still owns the land, the developer will own the facilities it builds. In return, the Air Force will receive 
new office space for Hill Air Force Base employees.  The article “Upgrading Hill Air Force Base Infrastructure” 
published in the Utah Engineers Council Journal (2011) states the following: “Air Force Officials project more 
than 15,000 jobs could come to the area as a result of the development. In addition, the construction of the 
first 180 acres alone could infuse a half-billion dollars into the economy. The total development value for the 
Falcon Hill project is expected to exceed $1.5 billion.”

The Air Force prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the impacts associated with leasing 
approximately 550 acres of Air Force owned land along the western edge of Hill Air Force Base. The Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed on July 14, 2008. 

Construction of the development is currently underway. A 150,000 square-foot commercial office facility that 
has been leased to Northrop Grumman was recently constructed near the 650 North Interchange. Development 
will continue to occur as economic demand requires. Currently, the only accesses to the Falcon Hill Development 
are through the 650 North Interchange and the 5600 South Interchange.



C H A P T E R  1  P U R P O S E  A N D  N E E D                                                               1 - 1 4

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

1 . 2  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  N E E D S
 

The “needs” for the project are the transportation deficiencies the  project is intended to address.  The needs 
for this project are discussed below.

1.2.1 CURRENT AND FUTURE CONGESTION ON 1800 NORTH
Level-of-Service
Transportation agencies use a qualitative measurement known as “level-of-service” (LOS) to measure the quality 
of the traffic flow rate. LOS characterizes the traffic operations of a facility in factors such as speed, average 
travel delay, travel times, freedom to maneuver, and driver comfort and 
convenience.  LOS ranges from A to F, with LOS A representing the 
best operating conditions (little or no congestion or delay) and LOS F 
representing the worst-operating conditions (extreme congestion and 
delay with long traffic queues and stop-and-go traffic). 

The Highway Capacity Manual defines a service flow rate for the 
LOS grades A through E for each class of roadway, such as arterials, 
collectors, or other types of roadways.  This service flow rate defines 
an upper boundary for each LOS grade, which provides a convenient 
way to quantitatively measure LOS for the different roadway types (see 
Table 1-4).

When planning for future improvements, a roadway must have 
adequate capacity to handle the anticipated flow rate, and must 
provide for a minimum acceptable LOS. UDOT’s Roadway Design 
Manual of Instruction states that roadway designers should provide 
LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban area. 
The proposed project is within an urbanized area and therefore streets 
should operate at LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.

Other factors that influence congestion on roadways include spacing 
between traffic signals, number of street access points (business and 
residential driveways), geometric design deficiencies, traffic accidents, 
and amount of queuing storage space at intersections. Congestion and 
delay measurements are based upon field observations, data collection 
from manual counters and pneumatic tubes, and data obtained from 
the UDOT Traffic Operations Center.

Table 1-4 LOS for Arterials

LOS Average Daily Traffic (vehicles per day) for Arterials

2 Lanes 3 Lanes 4 Lanes 5 Lanes 6 Lanes 7 Lanes

A < 5,800 < 7,400 < 14,700 < 15,200 < 19,400 < 25,600

B 5,800-7,900 7,400-9,500 14,700-20,500 15,200-21,500 19,400-27,800 22,600-32,000

C 7,900-10,800 9,500-12,400 20,500-26,900 21,500-28,500 27,800-37,600 32,000-43,000

D 10,800-13,400 12,400-15,100 26,900-31,200 28,500-32,800 37,600-43,500 43,000-50,500

E 13,400-16,100 15,100-17,700 31,200-39,200 32,800-40,300 43,500-55,900 50,500-63,400

F > 16,100 > 17,700 > 39,200 > 40,300 > 55,900 > 63,400
LOS E and F indicate failing conditions.

Source: Table 1-4 was developed based on principles in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), and in conjunction with the 
WFRC’s Travel Demand Model (TDM). It represents an estimate of capacity, and may be affected by signal spacing, access 
management, and other roadway specific conditions.

Level of Service (LOS)

A
FREE FLOW. Low volumes and no delays

B

STABLE FLOW. Speeds restricted by travel 
conditions, minor delays

C

STABLE FLOW. Speeds and maneuverability 
closely controlled because of higher 
volumes

D

STABLE FLOW. Speeds considerably 
affected by change in operation 
conditions.  High density traffic restricts 
maneuverability, volume near capacity

E

UNSTABLE FLOW. Low speeds, considerable 
delay, volume at or slightly over capacity

F

FORCED FLOW. Very low speeds, volumes 
exceed capacity, long delays with stop-
and-go traffic

Source: Transportation Research Board of 
the National Academy of Science.
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Travel Demand Model
Current traffic conditions were analyzed for 2009, since field 
observations and traffic data collection occurred in 2009. Future 
traffic conditions (2040) were analyzed using traffic volumes 
generated from WFRC’s Travel Demand Model (TDM), version 7 
(released December 23, 2010). WFRC’s TDM contains the most 
current information available, and the project team has reviewed 
the 2009 data and the TDM and finds that it will be valid for 
several years.

Falcon Hill land use, socioeconomic patterns, and transportation 
system characteristics are incorporated into the WFRC TDM; 
therefore, projected traffic volumes, vehicle types, and travel 
patterns resulting from the Falcon Hill development are incorporated 
into the future (2040) traffic conditions analysis.

Current Congestion (2009) on the 1800 North Study Corridor
The existing traffic volumes in vehicles per day (vpd) and LOS for 1800 North are shown in Figure 1-11 and Table 
1-5. The section of 1800 North between Main Street and 2000 West experiences LOS E during peak hours. 
There is also considerable localized delay at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner at-grade railroad crossing at 500 
West on 1800 North that is not included in the LOS calculation. According to city officials, crossings by trains 
can cause westbound traffic on 1800 North to back up to Main Street, a distance of approximately 0.5 miles.

Table 1-5 Existing (2009) Traffic Volumes and LOS for 1800 North

1800 North Segment
No. of 
Lanes

ADT (vpd) LOS

Main Street to 1000 West 2 15,000 E

1000 West to 2000 West 3 16,000 E

1 8 0 0  N O R T H
16,000 vpd 15,000 vpd
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Figure 1-11 Current (2009) Traffic Volumes and LOS on the 1800 North Study Corridor

W H AT  I S  W F R C ’ S  T R A V E L 
D E M A N D  M O D E L  ( T D M ) ?

WFRC maintains a travel demand 
forecasting model for Weber and Davis 
Counties. The TDM predicts future 
travel demand based on projections of 
land use, socioeconomic patterns, and 
transportation system characteristics. 
Travel model output is used to evaluate 
transportation corridors where future 
travel demand is likely to exceed the 
capacity of the facilities in the corridor 
and to identify and assess projects that 
meet travel demand. 
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Future Congestion (2040) on the 1800 North Study Corridor
The No-action condition assumes that all funded projects included in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
would be completed by 2040, except for widening 1800 North, a new interchange on I-15 at 1800 North, and 
a grade-separation at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad crossing. These projects are part of an overall plan 
to address the congestion caused by growth in population, employment, and development. If these projects are 
not built, then the section of 1800 North between Main Street and 2000 West will operate at LOS F in 2040 
(see Figure 1-12 and Table 1-6).

Table 1-6 Future (2040) Traffic Volumes and LOS for 1800 North

1800 North Segment
No. of 
Lanes

ADT (vpd) LOS

Main Street to 1000 West 2 20,000 F

1000 West to 2000 West 3 21,000 F

1.2.2 OPERATIONAL FAILURE AT THE 5600 SOUTH AND 650 NORTH MAIN STREET 
INTERSECTIONS AND I-15 INTERCHANGES
Level-of-Service
LOS is also used to evaluate intersection operation.  Intersection LOS is determined by the amount of extra time 
it takes, or delay, to pass through an intersection as a result of starts and stops associated with the intersection 
control, such as stop signs and signals (see Table 1-7).

Table 1-7 Intersection LOS

LOS
Average 

Control Delay 
(sec/veh)

A 0-10
B >10-20
C >20-35
D >35-55
E >55-80
F >80

LOS E and F indicate failing conditions.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 2010, Exhibit 18-4

The analysis for the intersections associated with the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street intersections and 
I-15 interchanges were analyzed using Synchro and SimTraffic modeling software, which is used to conduct 
intersection level analyses and calculate intersection delay.
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Figure 1-12 Future (2040) Traffic Volumes and LOS on the 1800 North Study Corridor
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Current Congestion (2009) at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West 
Intersections and I-15 Interchanges
According to WFRC’s TDM, the destination of most traffic on the 1800 North study corridor is I-15 or across 
I-15 (to access Hill Air Force Base). I-15 provides regional access to major employment centers such as Ogden 
City to the north and Salt Lake City to the south. The closest I-15 access points for traffic on the 1800 North 
study corridor are the 5600 South and 650 North interchanges.  The 5600 South and 650 North interchanges 
also provide access to Hill Air Force Base. The large volumes of traffic using the 5600 South and 650 North 
interchanges to access I-15 and Hill Air Force Base are causing congestion and delay at the 5600 South and 650 
North Main Street/1900 West Intersections and I-15 interchanges.     

At the 650 North interchange, there is insufficient storage space in the left-turn lanes at the ramp terminal 
intersections. West of Main Street, 650 North becomes a minor residential street. Most traffic heading west 
from the 650 North interchange turns onto Main Street. The proximity of Main Street to the southbound ramp 
terminal intersection (less than 450-ft) creates insufficient space for westbound vehicles to weave into the 
appropriate lanes to make turns onto Main Street, causing congestion.

The same problems that exist at the 650 North interchange exist at the 5600 South interchange but to a lesser 
degree. The distance between 1900 West and the southbound ramp terminal intersection is about 630-ft.  This 
distance is still insufficient for westbound vehicles to weave into the appropriate lanes to make turns onto 1900 
West.

Current (2009) Delay and LOS at the 5600 South 1900 West Intersection and I-15 Interchange
Table 1-8 and Figure 1-13 show the existing (2009) delay and LOS on the 5600 South 1900 West intersection 
and I-15 interchange.  Table 1-8 shows both the AM and PM peak hour.  Figure 1-13 only shows the PM peak 
hour because it represents the worst-case scenario.

Table 1-8 Existing (2009) LOS at the 5600 South 1900 West Intersection and I-15 Interchange

Intersection
Approach Delay (sec) Overall Delay (sec)

(Weighted Average)
LOS

NB WB SB EB

AM Peak Hour

5600 South and 1900 West 29 19 23 41 29 C

5600 South and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A <5 36 8 7 A

5600 South and Northbound I-15 Ramps 29 19 23 9 18 B

PM Peak Hour

5600 South and 1900 West 52 39 81 54 55 D

5600 South and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A <5 87 7 17 B

5600 South and Northbound I-15 Ramps 39 32 23 22 32 C
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As indicated in Table 1-8 and Figure 1-13, for existing conditions the intersections associated with the 5600 
South 1900 West intersection and I-15 interchange are operating at an acceptable LOS overall (LOS D or 
better). However, the 5600 South interchange is considered to be in operational failure due to the southbound 
off-ramp delay in the PM peak hour (87 seconds, which corresponds to LOS F). Based on observations from the 
Synchro and SimTraffic modeling results, this 87 second delay causes vehicles to back up onto the I-15 mainline.

Current (2009) Delay and LOS at the 650 North Main Street Intersection and I-15 Interchange
Table 1-9 and Figure 1-14 show the current (2009) delay and LOS on the 650 North Main Street intersection 
and I-15 interchange.  Table 1-9 shows both the AM and PM peak hour.  Figure 1-14 only shows the PM peak 
hour because it represents the worst-case scenario.
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Figure 1-13 Current (2009) Delay and LOS at the 5600 South 1900 West Intersection 
and I-15 Interchange (PM Peak)
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Table 1-9 Existing (2009) LOS at the 650 North Main Street Intersection and I-15 Interchange

Intersection
Approach Delay (sec) Overall Delay (sec)

(Weighted Average)
LOS

NB WB SB EB

AM Peak Hour

650 North and Main Street 23 72 24 41 35 C

650 North and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A 8 60 14 17 B

650 North and Northbound I-15 Ramps 20 25 N/A 39 26 C

PM Peak Hour

650 North and Main Street 35 33 46 71 38 D

650 North and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A 35 92 29 39 D

650 North and Northbound I-15 Ramps 107 35 N/A 38 50 D

As indicated in Table 1-9 and Figure 1-14, for existing conditions the intersections associated with the 650 
North Main Street intersection and I-15 interchange are operating at an acceptable LOS overall (LOS D or 
better). However, the 650 North interchange is considered to be in operational failure due to the northbound 
and southbound off-ramp delays in the PM peak hour (107 seconds and 92 seconds, which corresponds to LOS 
F). Based on observations from the Synchro and SimTraffic modeling results, this delay causes vehicles to back 
up onto the I-15 mainline.
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Figure 1-14 Current (2009) Delay and LOS at the 650 North Main Street Intersection 
and I-15 Interchange (PM Peak)
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Future Congestion (2040) at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West 
Intersections and I-15 Interchanges
As growth in population, employment, and development occurs, particularly at Falcon Hill, traffic volumes 
through the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West intersections and I-15 interchanges will increase, 
causing longer delays. If a new interchange on 1800 North is not constructed, the only accesses to the Falcon 
Hill Development will be at the 650 North interchange and the 5600 South interchange. All traffic accessing 
Falcon Hill and the Hill Air Force Base Roy/Truck Gate and West Gate will travel through these two interchanges, 
causing increased congestion and delay at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West intersections 
and I-15 interchanges. This delay will increase the  existing vehicle queuing onto mainline I-15.

The problems associated with the proximity of Main Street/1900 West to the southbound ramp terminal 
intersections at the 650 North interchange and the 5600 South interchange will worsen over time, resulting in 
increased congestion.

In 2040 during the PM peak hour, three out of the four intersections associated with the 5600 South 
interchange will operate at failing conditions (LOS E or F) and all of the intersections associated with the 650 
North interchange will operate at failing conditions.

Future (2040) Delay and LOS at the 5600 South 1900 West Intersection and I-15 Interchange
Table 1-10 and Figure 1-15 show the future (2040) delay and LOS on the 5600 South 1900 West intersection 
and I-15 interchange.  Table 1-10 shows both the AM and PM peak hour.  Figure 1-15 only shows the PM peak 
hour because it represents the worst-case scenario.

Table 1-10 Future (2040) LOS at the 5600 South 1900 West Intersection and I-15 Interchange

Intersection
Approach Delay (sec) Overall Delay (sec)

(Weighted Average)
LOS

NB WB SB EB

AM Peak Hour

5600 South and 1900 West 45 40 40 54 47 D

5600 South and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A 18 17 21 19 B

5600 South and Northbound I-15 Ramps 84 31 103 132 98 F

PM Peak Hour

5600 South and 1900 West 113 102 93 87 99 F

5600 South and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A 48 51 23 34 C

5600 South and Northbound I-15 Ramps 165 147 79 316 193 F
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Figure 1-15 Future (2040) Delay and LOS at the 5600 South 1900 West Intersection 
and I-15 Interchange (PM Peak)
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Future (2040) Delay and LOS at the 650 North Main Street Intersection and I-15 Interchange
Table 1-11 and Figure 1-16 show the future (2040) delay and LOS on the 650 North Main Street intersection 
and I-15 interchange.  Table 1-11 shows both the AM and PM peak hour.  Figure 1-16 only shows the PM peak 
hour because it represents the worst-case scenario.

Table 1-11 Future (2040) LOS at the 650 North Main Street Intersection and I-15 Interchange

Intersection
Approach Delay (sec) Overall Delay (sec)

(Weighted Average)
LOS

NB WB SB EB

AM Peak Hour

650 North and Main Street 128 19 113 192 93 F

650 North and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A 10 57 155 109 F

650 North and Northbound I-15 Ramps 34 7 N/A 26 26 C

PM Peak Hour

650 North and Main Street 117 257 125 58 183 F

650 North and Southbound I-15 Ramps N/A 173 151 244 193 F

650 North and Northbound I-15 Ramps 153 104 N//A 106 114 F
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Figure 1-16 Future (2040) Delay and LOS at the 650 North Main Street Intersection 
and I-15 Interchange (PM Peak)
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1.2.3 INSUFFICIENT EAST-WEST ARTERIALS WITH ADEQUATE ACCESS TO I-15 WITHIN THE 
STUDY AREA
System Linkage and Functional Class Network
In keeping with common practice, WFRC groups streets and roads 
in four functional classes based on the type of service they provide: 
freeways, principal arterials, minor arterials, and collectors (see box 
at right).  Streets not included in one of the four functional classes 
are considered local streets. Freeways, arterials, collectors, and 
local streets do not operate independently but work together as 
an interconnected system, with each providing a service in moving 
traffic throughout the system. Figure 1-17 shows the 2040 RTP 
future street and highway system that is needed to serve the travel 
demands of the study area.

Need for 1800 North to Function as an Arterial
Arterials west of I-15 near the study area are SR-193, 1800 North, 
and 5600 South/5900 South (see Figure 1-17).  According to the 
2040 RTP, WFRC plans for 5600 South/5900 South to be widened 
from two travel lanes to four travel lanes.  The 2040 RTP also 
states that SR-193 is to be a new four travel-lane roadway from 
the proposed West Davis Corridor to State Street (SR-126).

General planning theory indicates that in the study area arterials 
need to be placed at approximately one-mile spacing.  A Policy 
on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, prepared by the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) states: “The spacing of minor arterial streets 
may vary from 1/8 to 1/2 mile in the central business district to 2 
to 3 miles in the suburban fringes but is normally not more than 
1 mile in fully developed areas.” Spacing between the arterials in 
the study area exceeds one mile in all cases, with SR-193 located 
approximately 2 to 2.5 miles to the south of 1800 North and 5600 
South/5900 South approximately 1.5 miles to the north of 1800 
North. Because spacing between SR-193 and 5600 South/5900 
South exceeds the recommended one-mile spacing, 1800 North needs to function as an arterial.  The study area 
is changing from suburban to fully developed, so closer spacing of arterials is and will become more important.

Currently, traffic on 1800 North uses Main Street and the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street intersections 
and I-15 interchanges to access I-15, or traffic generators to the east of I-15.  As described in the previous 
section, these intersections and interchanges are currently congested and this congestion will worsen by 2040 
if no improvements are made.

H I G H W AY  F U N C T I O N A L
C L A S S I F I C AT I O N

•	 Freeways - have complete control 
of access and high design speeds 
and provide the greatest mobility 
for regional traffic. 

•	 Principal Arterials - serve 
the major centers of activity of 
metropolitan areas and provide for 
long trips. 

•	 Minor Arterials - connect and 
serve the urban principal arterial 
system, provide trips of moderate 
length, placing emphasis on land 
access, and offer movement within 
communities without penetrating 
identifiable neighborhoods. 

•	 Collector - provide for both land 
access service and local traffic 
movements within residential, 
commercial, and industrial areas, 
distributing trips from arterial 
streets through the area to the 
ultimate destination.

•	 Local - all roads that are not 
classified into one of the other 
four categories. 
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Figure 1-17 2040 RTP Future Street and Highway System
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1.2.4 SAFETY NEEDS ON 1800 NORTH
At-Grade Crossing at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad Crossing on 1800 North
The Union Pacific Railroad mainline track from Ogden City to Salt Lake City 
currently accommodates an average of 25 trains per day. Freight trains 
operating in this corridor can attain speeds up to 69 mph. FrontRunner, the 
Utah Transit Authority’s (UTA) commuter light rail, currently has one track 
at the 1800 North railroad crossing and can accommodate an average of 
60 trains per day.  FrontRunner trains can attain speeds of up to 79 mph. 

Based on existing traffic volumes of 15,000 vehicles per day (vpd) and 
train volumes of 85 trains per day, there is currently a very high crossing 
exposure index of 1,275,000 (15,000 vpd times 85 trains per day) at the 
Union Pacific/FrontRunner railroad crossing on 1800 North, that will only 
increase by 2040. This high crossing exposure index exceeds the FHWA 
Grade Separation Criteria for freight and passenger train crossing safety of 
1,000,000 and thus warrants improvements (FHWA Highway/Rail Grade 
Crossing Technical Working Group, November 2002). The high crossing 
exposure creates conflicts and higher risk for crashes. One fatal crash at 
this crossing occurred in 2010. Increasing vehicular and rail traffic will 
aggravate this hazardous condition.

The nearest east-west roadway that provides for a grade-separated crossing 
at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad is 800 North in Clinton (one mile 
to the south). The next nearest grade-separated crossings in the area are 300 North in Clearfield, and 5600 
South in Roy.  These crossings are located 1.5 miles away from 1800 North (see Figure 1-18). At-grade railroad 
crossings can negatively affect how well first-response personnel (such as fire, medical, and police) can respond 
to emergency calls.  In these situations, time is critical, and delays caused by railroad traffic can negatively affect 
the ability of emergency personnel to protect the health, welfare, and safety of those in need.

At-grade Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
Railroad Crossing on 1800 North
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Figure 1-18 Grade Separated Railroad Crossings
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Existing Safety Conditions Analysis
The Existing Safety Conditions Analysis covered the following locations in the study area:

•	 I-15: 700 South Interchange to Riverdale Road Interchange, includes the two existing interchanges 
within the study area (5600 South and 650 North)

•	 650 North: Main Street to the Hill Air Force Base gate entrance
•	 5600 South: 1900 West to the northbound off-ramp intersection
•	 Intersection of 1800 North and Main Street: the three approaches within 0.25 miles of the 

intersection
•	 1800 North Corridor: Main Street in Sunset to 2000 West in Clinton

The Existing Safety Conditions Analysis documented the crash history for the last three years of available 
data (2008 through 2010) using information supplied by the UDOT Safety Management System. For more 
information on the Existing Safety Conditions Analysis, see Appendix A.

I-15, 700 South to Riverdale Road
The four mile section of I-15 from MP 334.20 (700 South 
northbound on-ramp) to MP 339.21 (Riverdale Road southbound 
on-ramp) had a crash rate of approximately 1.24 crashes per 
million vehicle miles traveled, which is less than the average rate 
for similar UDOT facilities (1.51); however, the overall severity 
index of the crashes that occurred during the study period was 
2.13, which is above the expected severity index of 1.36.

Table 1-12 summarizes the different manners of collision along 
this stretch of I-15.

Table 1-12 Percent of Crash Types on I-15

Crash Type Percent of Total

Angle Crashes 4%

Rear End Crashes 31.7%

Head On Crashes 0.4%

Side Swipe Crashes 17.6%

Parked Vehicle Crashes 0.9%

Rear to Side Crashes 0.3%

Single Vehicle Crashes 45.1%

Most of the crashes in this location occurred at or near the interchanges. For example, there were a substantial 
number of rear-end crashes on and near the northbound off ramps to both 650 North and 5600 South. Five 
segments on I-15 were identified as crash cluster areas, i.e., locations within the study area where crashes are 
more prevalent. These cluster areas are summarized below:

•	 Milepost 334.2 to 335.6: This cluster has a high number of rear end, side swipe, and single vehicle 
crashes on the interstate mainline. There are also a substantial number of rear end crashes reported on 
the northbound off-ramp at 650 North. The recurring congestion on the northbound off-ramp at 650 
North contributes to the high number of crashes in this cluster segment.  

•	 Milepost 335.6 to 336.1: Crashes in this area may be associated with either congestion near the 650 
North interchange or the mainline curvature of I-15 through this area. Most of the crashes in this area 
were either rear end or single vehicle crashes.

•	 Milepost 336.1 to 336.5: These crashes may be attributed to congestion near the 650 North 
interchange. Most of the crashes in this area were either rear end or single vehicle crashes.

S E V E R I T Y  I N D E X

Severity Description

1 No Injury
2 Possible Injury
3 Non-Incapacitating Injury
4 Incapacitating Injury
5 Fatal
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•	 Milepost MP 337.6 to 338.3: The most common crash type in this area is a single vehicle crash. These 
crashes may be attributed to congestion from the northbound off-ramp at 5600 South.  A substantial 
number of rear end crashes were also reported to have occurred on the northbound 5600 South off-
ramp.

•	 Milepost 338.4 to 339.2: Many of these crashes were single vehicle crashes. Some of these crashes 
could be attributed to congestion at the 5600 South interchange or possibly the short weaving section 
between the 5600 South and Riverdale Road on and off-ramps.

650 North, Main Street to Hill Air Force Base Gate
The section of 650 North from Main Street (MP 0) to the Hill Air Force Base Gate (MP 0.24) had a crash rate of 
approximately 6.18 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled, which is greater than the average rate for similar 
UDOT facilities (4.54). There were no severe crashes, so the overall severity index of the crashes that occurred 
during the study period was 1.27, which is less than the expected severity index of 1.55.

The most common manner of collision type along 650 North in the study section was a rear-end collision (see 
Table 1-13), which is typically observed near signalized intersections. As expected, most of the crashes that 
occurred on this segment of 650 North occurred at or near intersections.

Table 1-13 Percent of Crash Types on 650 North

Crash Type Percent of Total

Angle Crashes 28.1%

Rear End Crashes 50.0%

Side Swipe Crashes 15.6%

Parked Vehicle Crashes 0.0%

Single Vehicle Crashes 6.3%

5600 South, 1900 West to Northbound Off-Ramp Intersection
The section of 5600 South from 1900 West (MP 5.06) to the northbound off-ramp intersection (MP 5.34) had 
a crash rate of approximately 10.40 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled, which is greater than the average 
rate for similar UDOT facilities (4.54). The the overall severity index of the crashes that occurred during the study 
period was 1.35, which is slightly less than the expected severity index of 1.55.

The most common manner of collision type along 5600 South in the study section was a rear-end collision (see 
Table 1-14), which is typically observed near signalized intersections. As expected, most of the crashes that 
occurred on this segment of 5600 South occurred at or near intersections.

Table 1-14 Percent of Crash Types on 5600 South

Crash Type Percent of Total

Angle Crashes 38.5%

Rear End Crashes 43.8%

Side Swipe Crashes 10.4%

Parked Vehicle Crashes 1.0%

Single Vehicle Crashes 6.3%

Intersection of 1800 North and Main Street, Quarter Mile in Each Direction
Crash rates for a quarter mile in each direction from the intersection of 1800 North and Main Street were less 
than the average crash rates observed on similar UDOT facilities. 1800 North had a crash rate of approximately 
2.21, which is less than the average rate for similar UDOT facilities (3.36). Main Street had a crash rate of 
2.27, which is less than the 4.54 rate expected for similar facilities. No severe crashes were recorded near the 
intersection of 1800 North and Main Street. The overall severity index of the crashes that occurred during the 
study period for 1800 North and Main Street were 1.31 on 1800 North (less than the expected severity index 
of 1.54) and 1.66 on Main Street (greater than the expected severity index of 1.55).
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The majority of the crashes in the vicinity of 1800 North and Main Street were angle type collisions (see Table 
1-15). Most of these crashes occurred at the intersection of 1800 North and Main Street.

Table 1-15 Percent of Crash Types at the 1800 North and Main Street Intersection Approaches

Crash Type
1800 North (MP 0 to MP 0.25) Main Street (MP 6.99 to MP 7.49)

Percent of Total Percent of Total

Angle Crashes 37.5% 60.0%

Rear End Crashes 25.0% 26.7%

Side Swipe Crashes 12.5% 3.3%

Single Vehicle Crashes 25.0% 10.0%

1800 North Corridor
The two mile corridor between approximately Main Street and 2000 West had a total of 130 crashes for the 
three-year period of 2008 to 2010 with an average of 43 crashes per year, including crashes recorded on Main 
Street and 2000 West at the intersections of 1800 North. As measured in terms of crashes per million vehicle 
miles, the overall crash rate for this corridor was 2.76, which is less than the average rate observed on other 
similar UDOT facilities (3.36±0.27). The overall severity index of the crashes that occurred during the study 
period was 1.76, which is above the average severity index of 1.54 on other similar UDOT facilities. The severe 
crash rate, measured in terms of severe (incapacitating injury or fatal) crashes per 100 million vehicles traveled, 
was higher than the average (9.10±1.0) for similar UDOT facilities at 13.15.

Eighty-one percent of the crashes between 2008 and 2010 were angle crashes and rear end crashes (see Table 
1-16). 

Table 1-16 Percent of Crash Types on 1800 North

Crash Type Percent of Total

Single Vehicle Crashes 12%

Rear End Crashes 37%

Side Swipe Crashes 3%

Head On Crashes 2%

Angle Crashes 44%

Other 4%

The highest crash rates throughout the 1800 North corridor occurred at major intersections, such as Main Street 
(25 crashes) and 2000 West (29 crashes). The intersection of 1500 West also experienced a notable number 
of crashes (10 crashes, 9 of which were angle collisions). Of the severe crashes that occurred throughout the 
corridor, there was a fatal crash involving a collision with a train at MP 0.49. There were four other severe 
crashes; one involving a pedestrian at the intersection of 2000 West; two involving head-on collisions at 1000 
West; and one involving an angle collision at 630 West.

Conclusion
Most of the crashes occurring within the study area generally relate to congestion (rear end crashes and angle 
crashes); therefore, addressing current and future congestion within the study area would be the best effort to 
reduce crashes.
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Pedestrian and School Route Safety
There are four elementary schools, a junior-high school, and a high school with boundaries within or adjacent 
to the 1800 North study corridor. Four designated school crossings cross the 1800 North corridor and one 
designated school crossing crosses the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad.

The public  and Clinton and Sunset cities raised the issue of pedestrian and school route 
safety at public and agency meetings (see Chapter 7).  Specific pedestrian and school 
route safety concerns along the 1800 North study corridor include:

•	 School children who live on the west side of the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
Railroad crossing need to cross the railroad tracks to get to Sunset Elementary 
School and Sunset Junior High School.  According to the Urban Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) Concept Report (November 2006), prepared by 
Clinton City, 158 elementary school age students walk through the crossing 
twice daily, and 388 junior high school students walk through the crossing 
twice daily.

•	 There is no sidewalk on the north side of 1800 North between 1500 West and 
approximately 1650 West.

1 . 3  O B J E C T I V E S  A N D  G O A L S
1.3.1 PURPOSE AND NEED OBJECTIVES
Specific objectives were developed to measure an alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need. The 
project team will strive to meet the purpose and need objectives during the alternatives analysis.

Table 1-17 Purpose and Need Objectives

Purpose Objective

Reduce congestion on the 1800 North study corridor •	 Provide LOS D* on 1800 North

Improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 
North study corridor

•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North/Main Street intersection

Improve safety and operational characteristics on 
the 1800 North study corridor

•	 Improve safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad 
Crossing

*When planning for future improvements, a roadway must have adequate capacity to handle the anticipated flow rate, and 
must provide for a minimum acceptable LOS. UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that roadway designers 
should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban area. The proposed project is within an 
urbanized area and therefore streets should operate at LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.
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1 . 4  S U M M A R Y  O F  P R O J E C T  P U R P O S E  A N D  N E E D
1.4.1 PROJECT PURPOSE
The purpose of the project is to implement transportation improvements on the 1800 North study corridor that 
would address current operational and safety conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by:

•	 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor

1.4.2 PROJECT NEEDS
The project purpose is based on the following project needs:

•	 Current and future congestion on the 1800 North study corridor.  The 1800 North study corridor 
currently operates at level-of-service (LOS) E and will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth 
in population, employment, and development.

•	 Inadequate access to and from I-15 for traffic on the 1800 North study corridor because of operational 
failure at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West intersections and I-15 interchanges.  
These intersections and interchanges  will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth in population, 
employment, and development.

•	 Insufficient east-west arterials with adequate access to I-15 within the study area.
•	 Current at-grade rail crossing on 1800 North exceeds FHWA Grade Separation Criteria for freight and 

passenger train crossing safety and thus warrants improvements. 
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Chapter 2 describes the range of alternatives, including all 
“reasonable alternatives” under consideration and those 
“other alternatives” that were eliminated from detailed study 
(23 CFR 771.123(c)). In accordance with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) Technical Advisory T6640.8a and the Utah 
Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) Environmental Process 
Manual of Instruction, this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
considered the No-action, Transportation System Management 
(TSM), Transit, and build alternatives.

 2 . 2  D E V E L O P M E N T  O F  A L T E R N A T I V E S
The lead agencies developed and evaluated a wide range of alternatives as part of this study. The agencies did 
not constrain the list of alternatives by mode, ability to meet the purpose and need, potential environmental 
impacts, or cost.  The intent was to begin with a broad listing of specific and independent actions that could 
be performed.

2.2.1 AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
In accordance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU), cooperating and participating agencies of the 1800 North EIS had the opportunity to provide 
input on the initial range of alternatives as well as the screening criteria. The following agencies responded (see 
Chapter 7 for a summary of the comments):

•	 Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
•	 Anniston Army Depot
•	 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
•	 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
•	 Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
•	 Sunset City

Input from cooperating and participating agencies did not result in additional alternatives or major modifications 
to existing alternatives.

The project team sent postcards in March 2011 to the public requesting input on the initial range of alternatives. 
Nineteen people sent feedback (see Chapter 7 for a summary of the comments). In addition, the project team 
held a public meeting on August 4, 2011 to discuss the initial range of alternatives, the screening process, 
and conceptual layouts of build alternatives. At this meeting the public had opportunity to review maps of 
alternatives and provide comment and input. More than 155 people attended the meeting and more than 36 
people provided comments. Input consisted of questions and concerns from the public, but the comments did 
not result in additional alternatives or major modifications to existing alternatives. The project team used all 
comments regarding alternatives to evaluate and refine the range of alternatives.

C H A P T E R  2 :  A L T E R N A T I V E S

2 . 1  I N T R O D U C T I O N

2 3  C F R  7 7 1 . 1 2 3 ( C )

The draft EIS shall evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives to the action 
and discuss the reasons why other 
alternatives, which may have been 
considered, were eliminated from 
detailed study.
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2.2.2 PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
The alternatives development process included holding a work 
session with the project team to evaluate potential solutions to 
meeting the project purpose. The initial consideration of satisfying 
the project purpose identified a wide range of alternatives that 
may contribute to meeting the project purpose. Each alternative 
assumes completion of all planned road and transit projects in 
approved regional and local plans by the year 2040, with the 
exception of the improvements that are the subject of this EIS. 
The project team considered a wide range of alternatives including 
the No-action Alternative, the TSM Alternative, the Transit 
Alternative, and seven build alternatives. These build alternatives 
included capacity and safety improvements to 1800 North, a new 
interchange with I-15, and improvements to other streets and 
interchanges in the study area. The following sections describe the 
preliminary alternatives; see Figures 2-1 through 2-7 for illustrative 
depictions of alternatives. 

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would maintain 1800 North and I-15 
in their current roadway configurations.  This alternative assumes 
that short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the 
existing roadway facility would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative assumes all other improvements planned 
by others to other roadway facilities near the study area, per the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC’s) 
2040 Regional Transportation (2040 RTP) and other local transportation plans, would be implemented (see 
Table 1-1 in Chapter 1 for more detail). Some of these improvements would include:

•	 1800 North, West Davis Corridor to 2000 West
•	 SR-193 Extension, West Davis Corridor to 2000 

West
•	 SR-193 Extension, 2000 West to State Street
•	 SR-193 Extension, I-15 to US-89
•	 5600 South/5500 South, 5900 West (Hooper) to 

3500 West
•	 5600 South, 3500 West to 1900 West (SR-126)

•	 West Davis Corridor, Weber County Line to 
Syracuse Road

•	 2000 West (SR-108), Weber County Line to 
Syracuse Road

•	 I-15, Weber County Line to Hill Field Road (SR-
232)

•	 Improvements to I-15 Interchange at 650 North
•	 Improvements to I-15 Interchange at 5600 South

Transportation System Management  (TSM) Alternative
The TSM Alternative includes activities that would improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity improvements 
without building new travel lanes. This alternative would focus on strategies to maximize the efficiency of the 
existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn lanes, signal coordination and 
optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), and access management 
to reduce conflicts.  This alternative would also include Transportation Demand Management (TDM) activities to 
reduce traffic, such as employer based efforts (ride-sharing, transit promotion, and staggered or flexible work 
hours), and community efforts (encouraging walking, biking, and telecommuting). 

W H AT  I S  T H E  P R O J E C T 
P U R P O S E ? 

The purpose of the project is 
to implement transportation 
improvements on the 1800 North study 
corridor that would address current 
operational and safety conditions and 
future 2040 traffic needs by:

•	 Reducing congestion on the 1800 
North study corridor

•	 Improving mobility and access 
to I-15 for the 1800 North study 
corridor

•	 Improving safety and operational 
characteristics on the 1800 North 
study corridor
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Transit Alternative
The Transit Alternative assumes implementation of public transit improvements included in WFRC’s 2040 RTP 
by 2040. In the study area, the 2040 RTP includes the following transit improvements:

Table 2-1 WFRC RTP 2040 Transit Improvements in the Study Area

Map 
#

Project General Location Description Phase

1
North Ogden -- Salt Lake North Falcon 
Hill Segment

North Ogden to Layton Front 
Runner Station

Bus Rapid Transit/
Enhanced Bus

1,2,3

2 West Weber/West Davis
Ogden Intermodal Center to 
Layton Front Runner Station

Enhanced Bus 1,3

3
Falcon Hill/Hill Air Force Base West 
Transit Center

Falcon Hill/Hill Air Force Base West 
Gate

Transit Hub 1

In addition to the public transit system improvements included in the 2040 RTP, the Transit Alternative would 
include a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route from the Clearfield FrontRunner station to the West Davis Highway. This 
route would follow Main Street and 1800 North.

Alternative 1
Alternative 1 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening 1800 
North, from 2000 West to 
Main Street, to a five-lane 
cross-section with shoulders, 
curb and gutter, and 
sidewalks. Alternative 1 would 
also include reconstructing 
the existing 650 North and 
5600 South Interchanges with 
updated design to improve 
access to I-15 (see Figure 2-1). 
A separation structure at the 
Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
railroad crossing would provide 
improved safety conditions. 

A separation structure would 
improve safety conditions at 
the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
Railroad Crossing by 
completing removing the 
potential conflict between vehicles and trains. Crossings with warning devices (flashing lights and gates) do not 
eliminate the potential conflict. In the Federal Railroad Administration’s Railroad Safety Statistics it states that 
60% of rail accidents in 2009 occurred at a crossing with active warning devices. Further, the FHWA Railroad 
Highway Grade Crossing Handbook (2007) explains, “The first alternative that should always be considered 
for a highway-rail at-grade crossing is elimination. Elimination can be accomplished by grade separating 
the crossing, closing the crossing to highway traffic, or closing the crossing to railroad traffic through the 
abandonment or relocation of the rail line. Elimination of a crossing provides the highest level of crossing safety 
because the point of intersection between highway and railroad is removed.”
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Figure 2-1 Alternative 1
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Alternative 2
Alternative 2 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening both 1300 
North and 2300 North, from 
2000 West to Main Street, to 
five-lane cross-sections with 
shoulders, curb and gutter, and 
sidewalks. Alternative 2 would 
also include reconstructing 
the existing 650 North and 
5600 South Interchanges with 
updated design to improve 
access to I-15. A separation 
structure at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner railroad crossing 
would provide improved safety 
conditions (see Figure 2-2).

Alternative 3
Alternative 3 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening both 5600 
South and 800 North, from 
2000 West to Main Street, to 
seven-lane cross-sections with 
shoulders, curb and gutter, and 
sidewalks. Alternative 3 would 
also include reconstructing 
the existing 5600 South and 
650 North Interchanges and 
connecting 800 North to the 
650 North Interchange. A 
separation structure at the 
Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
railroad crossing would provide 
improved safety conditions 
(see Figure 2-3).
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Alternative 4
Alternative 4 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening 2000 
West from 5600 South to 800 
North and Main Street from 
5600 South to 650 North to 
seven-lane cross-sections with 
shoulders, curb and gutter, and 
sidewalks. Alternative 4 would 
also include reconstructing 
the existing 5600 South and 
650 North Interchanges with 
updated design to improve 
access to I-15. A separation 
structure at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner railroad crossing 
would provide improved safety 
conditions (see Figure 2-4).

Alternative 5
Alternative 5 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening 1800 
North, from 2000 West to 
Main Street, to a five-lane 
cross-section with shoulders, 
curb and gutter, and sidewalks. 
Alternative 5 would also 
include constructing a new 
interchange with I-15 at or 
near 1800 North to improve 
access to I-15. A separation 
structure at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner railroad crossing 
would provide improved safety 
conditions (see Figure 2-5).
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Figure 2-4 Alternative 4
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Alternative 6
Alternative 6 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening both 1300 
North and 2300 North, from 
2000 West to Main Street, to 
five-lane cross-sections with 
shoulders, curb and gutter, and 
sidewalks. Alternative 6 would 
also include constructing a 
new interchange with I-15 at 
or near 1800 North to improve 
access to I-15. A separation 
structure at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner railroad crossing 
would provide improved safety 
conditions (see Figure 2-6).

Alternative 7
Alternative 7 would increase 
the capacity of the existing 
system by widening 1800 
North, from 2000 West to 
Main Street, to a five-lane 
cross-section with shoulders, 
curb and gutter, and 
sidewalks. Alternative 7 would 
also include reconstructing the 
existing 5600 South and 650 
North Interchanges as well as 
constructing a new separation 
structure with I-15 at or near 
1800 North to provide access 
across I-15. A separation 
structure at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner railroad crossing 
would provide improved safety 
conditions (see Figure 2-7).
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Figure 2-7 Alternative 7
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2 . 3  A L T E R N A T I V E S  S C R E E N I N G  P R O C E S S
 

The alternatives screening process will evaluate the alternatives described above. The screening process for the 
1800 North EIS includes:

•	 Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening: Evaluate the compatibility of the alternatives with the 
purpose and need. 

•	 Develop Design Alternatives: Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that meet the 
purpose and need.

•	 Level 2 - Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening: Screen interchange 
alternatives based on their ability to operate satisfactorily. If an alternative is unable to meet the 
traffic operations measures of effectiveness, it will not meet the project purpose to “improve mobility 
and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor,” and the screening process will eliminate the 
alternative from further study. 

•	 Level 3 - Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening:  Screen alternatives 
that are found acceptable in Level 1 and Level 2 Screening. These alternatives will be screened 
based on environmental factors, including impacts to Section 4(f) properties, residential relocations, 
commercial relocations, and waters of the U.S./wetlands. The environmental screening process is 
not a full environmental analysis of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of alternatives will 
be conducted for alternatives selected for detailed study and will take place in Chapter 3: Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences. In addition to environmental factors, alternatives 
will be screened based on impacts to groundwater, which will influence design and maintenance 
considerations, and how well traffic can be maintained during construction.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS rigorously evaluate all reasonable alternatives 
and discuss those alternatives that were eliminated from further study.  Reasonable alternatives include those 
that meet the project purpose and need. Alternatives that have substantially greater environmental or other 
impacts, based on preliminary screening, will be eliminated from further study.
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2.3.1 LEVEL 1: PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING
The first screening process evaluated the compatibility of the alternatives with the purpose and need using 
Synchro traffic modeling software. Synchro software aided in intersection level analyses and calculated 
intersection delay. 

Synchro software modeled each alternative to calculate intersection delay and Level-of-Service (LOS). Those 
alternatives that met the purpose and need (see Table 2-2) moved forward for further analysis.

Table 2-2 Purpose and Need Objectives

Purpose Objective

Reduce congestion on 1800 North •	 Provide LOS D* on 1800 North

Improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North 
study corridor

•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South Interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North Interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West 

intersection
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North/Main Street 

intersection

Improve safety and operational characteristics on 1800 
North

•	 Improve safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
Railroad Crossing

*When planning for future improvements, a roadway must have adequate capacity to handle the anticipated flow rate, and 
must provide for a minimum acceptable LOS. UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that roadway designers 
should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban area. The proposed project is within an 
urbanized area and therefore streets should operate at LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.

A summary of the Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening is shown in Table 2-3. Cells highlighted in red indicate 
intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F. For more information, see the Traffic Report in Appendix A.
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Table 2-3 Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening

Purpose and Need Objective Location

Alternatives

No-Action TSM Transit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS Delay/LOS

Provide LOS D on 1800 North

1800 North and Main Street 66/E 66/E 66/E 22/C 17/B 29/C 34/C 48/D 66/E 42/D

1800 North and 250 West 25/C 25/C 25/C 13.8/B 18/B 22/C 31/C 29/C 84/F 9/A

1800 North and 1000 West 30/C 30/C 30/C 11/B 10/A 22/C 22/C 17/B 76/E 13/B

1800 North and 1500 West 33/C 33/C 33/C 12/B 14/B 25/C 27/C 18/B 63/E 20/B

1800 North and 2000 West 113/F 113/F 113/F 49/D 85/F 77/E 49/D 51.5/D 153/F 50/D

Provide LOS D at the 5600 
South/1900 West intersection

5600 South and 1900 West 140/F 140/F 140/F 132/F 136/F 155/F 139/F 80/E 109/F 105/F

Provide LOS D at the 5600 
South Interchange

5600 South
Interchange

SB Ramps 93/F 93/F 93/F --- --- --- --- 26/C 55/E ---

NB Ramps 84/F 84/F 84/F --- --- --- --- 45/D 75/E ---

SPUI --- --- --- 39/D 63/E 65/E 64/E --- --- 60/E

Provide LOS D at the 650 North/
Main Street intersection

650 North and Main Street 129/F 129/F 129/F 82/F 82/F 116/F 78/E 44/D 61/E 66/E

Provide LOS D at the 650 North 
Interchange

650 North
Interchange

SB Ramps 142/F 142/F 142/F --- --- --- --- 40/D 29/C ---

NB Ramps 81/F 81/F 81/F --- --- --- --- 40/D 57/E ---

SPUI --- --- --- 65/E 72/E 67/E 61/E --- --- 71/E

Improve safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad Crossing No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Recommended for further analysis Yes No No No No No No Yes No No

W H AT  I S  I N T E R S E C T I O N 
L E V E L - O F - S E R V I C E  ( L O S ) ?

Intersection LOS is determined by the 
amount of extra time it takes, or delay, 
to pass through an intersection as a 
result of starts and stops associated 
with the intersection control, such as 
stop signs and signals.

LOS
Average Control 
Delay (sec/veh)

A 0-10
B >10-20
C >20-35
D >35-55
E >55-80
F >80
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Summary of Level 1 – Purpose and Need Screening
No-action Alternative
This alternative would not meet the 
project purpose and need. 1800 
North would operate at LOS E/F. 
The 650 North Interchange and the 
associated intersection at Main Street 
would operate at LOS F and the 5600 
South Interchange and associated 
intersection with 1900 West would 
also operate at LOS F. This alternative 
would not improve safety at the 
Union Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
continue through the 
study in accordance with 
NEPA requirements.

TSM Alternative
The elements of this alternative 
are included in the projects 
identified in the 2040 RTP. These 
elements would help meet the 
demand in the area, but would 
not be sufficient in themselves to 
meet the travel demand on the 
1800 North corridor or to provide 
adequate LOS to access I-15. 1800 
North would operate at LOS E/F. 
The 650 North Interchange and 
the associated intersection at 
Main Street would operate at LOS 
F and the 5600 South Interchange 
and associated intersection with 
1900 West would also operate 
at LOS F. This alternative would 
not improve safety at the Union 
Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it would not meet the purpose and need; however, elements of this alternative will be 
incorporated into build alternatives.  
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Transit Alternative 
The effectiveness of a transit 
alternative can be determined by 
the amount of vehicular travel.  
For this alternative, this was 
determined by the vehicular miles 
traveled (vmt) on 1800 North 
between 2000 West and Main 
Street on a weekday.  An effective 
transit alternative would shift 
travel from automobiles to transit, 
reducing the number of vehicles 
on the road which would reduce 
the number of miles traveled.  The 
analysis showed that the vehicle 
miles traveled for the Transit 
Alternative (46,500 vmt) would 
be essentially the same as the 
No-action Alternative (46,700 
vmt). The traffic volumes would 
be essentially the same as the No-
action Alternative. 1800 North 
would operate at LOS E/F. The 650 
North Interchange and the associated intersection at Main Street would operate at LOS F and the 5600 South 
Interchange and associated intersection with 1900 West would also operate at LOS F.  This alternative would 
not improve safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will not move forward for further study because it would not meet the 
purpose and need; however, elements of this alternative will be incorporated into build 
alternatives.

Alternative 1
Traffic flow along 1800 North 
would be acceptable with this 
alternative (1800 North would 
operate at LOS D or better). 
The reconstructed interchanges 
of 650 North and 5600 South 
would operate at LOS E and their 
associated intersections with 
Main Street/1900 West would 
operate at LOS F. This alternative 
would improve safety at the Union 
Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it fails to provide LOS 
D or better at the 
650 North and 5600 
South Interchanges 
and associated 
intersections.
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Alternative 2
Under this alternative 1800 
North would operate at LOS D or 
better except at the 2000 West 
intersection, which would operate 
at LOS F. The reconstructed 
interchanges of 650 North and 
5600 South would operate at LOS 
E and their associated intersections 
with Main Street/1900 West would 
operate at LOS F.  This alternative 
would improve safety at the Union 
Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it fails to provide LOS 
D or better at the 
650 North and 5600 
South Interchanges 
and associated 
intersections.

Alternative 3
Under this alternative 1800 
North would operate at LOS D or 
better except at the 2000 West 
intersection, which would operate 
at LOS E. The reconstructed 
interchanges of 650 North and 
5600 South would operate at LOS 
E and their associated intersections 
with Main Street/1900 West would 
operate at LOS F.  This alternative 
would improve safety at the Union 
Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it fails to provide LOS 
D or better at the 
650 North and 5600 
South Interchanges 
and associated 
intersections.
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Alternative 4
Traffic flow along 1800 North 
would be acceptable with this 
alternative (1800 North would 
operate at LOS D or better). 
The reconstructed interchanges 
of 650 North and 5600 South 
would operate at LOS E and their 
associated intersections with Main 
Street/1900 West would operate 
at LOS F.  This alternative would 
improve safety at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it fails to provide LOS 
D or better at the 
650 North and 5600 
South Interchanges 
and associated 
intersections.

Alternative 5
Traffic flow along 1800 North would 
be acceptable with this alternative 
(1800 North would operate at LOS D 
or better).  The existing interchanges 
at 650 North and 5600 South 
and the Main Street/650 North 
intersection would operate at LOS 
D or better. The 1900 West/5600 
South intersection would operate 
at LOS E; however, this intersection 
would operate the best compared 
to all other alternatives, with 80 
seconds of delay (25 seconds better 
than the next best alternative). This 
alternative would improve safety 
at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
continue through for 
further evaluation even 
though the LOS at 1900 West/5600 South does not meet LOS D.  It provides the best overall 
LOS of all the alternatives and it provides LOS D or better for 1800 North traffic accessing 
I-15.
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Alternative 6 
Traffic flow along 1800 North 
would operate at LOS E and F. The 
northbound ramp intersection 
at the 650 North Interchange 
and the Main Street/650 North 
intersection would operate 
at LOS E. The 5600 South 
Interchange would operate at 
LOS E and the 1900 West/5600 
South intersection would operate 
at LOS F. This alternative would 
improve safety at the Union 
Pacific/FrontRunner crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it fails to provide LOS 
D or better along 
1800 North and at the 
650 North and 5600 
South Interchanges 
and associated 
intersections.

Alternative 7
Traffic flow along 1800 North 
would be acceptable with this 
alternative (1800 North would 
operate at LOS D or better). 
The reconstructed interchanges 
of 650 North and 5600 South 
would operate at LOS E. The Main 
Street/650 North intersection 
would operate at LOS E.  The 1900 
West/5600 South intersection 
would operate at LOS F. This 
alternative would improve safety 
at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
crossing.

•	 This alternative will 
not move forward for 
further study because 
it fails to provide LOS 
D or better at the 
650 North and 5600 
South Interchanges 
and associated 
intersections.
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Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening Results
Based on Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening, Alternative 5 met the purpose and need of the project. It does 
not meet the “Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection” objective, but no other alternative 
under consideration meets that objective; however, Alternative 5 best improves the operations of the 5600 
South/1900 West intersection compared to all other alternatives (see Table 2-3). The related project purpose for 
the “Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection” objective is to improve mobility and access to 
I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor. The screening process used LOS of the current I-15 accesses to measure 
if this purpose was met. Alternative 5 would meet the project purpose by providing a new interchange at I-15 
and improving the intersection operations from LOS F to LOS E at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection, even 
if the LOS D objective is not met. Improvements may be needed to further improve traffic operations along the 
5600 South corridor, but this would be unrelated to 1800 North traffic and this study.

Because Alternative 5 meets the purpose of the project, it will advance for further study. The No-action 
Alternative fails to meet the purpose and need for the project, but it will move forward for further study 
because it satisfies the NEPA “no-action” requirement and provides a baseline to compare impacts of build 
alternatives.

2.3.2 DEVELOP DESIGN ALTERNATIVES
The next step in the alternatives screening process was to develop design alternatives for the alternatives that 
met the purpose and need. As discussed in Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening, Alternative 5 was the only 
Alternative that met the purpose and need; therefore, design alternatives were developed for the elements of 
Alternative 5. These elements included:
 

•	 Adding capacity to 1800 North – The project team developed five alternatives for adding capacity to 
1800 North. These alternatives included a centerline widening, widen to the north, widen to the south, 
and two minimization alignments. All of these alternatives meet the purpose and need for the project 
and will need to go through Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction Maintenance Screening 
(see Section 2.3.4 for a description of the alternatives and the screening process).

•	 Adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North - The project team developed five 
alternatives for grade-separation at the railroad crossing on 1800 North. These alternatives included 
combinations of  lowering or raising the railroad, lowering or raising 1800 North, and a combination 
of lowering or raising both the railroad and 1800 North. All of these alternatives meet the purpose 
and need for the project and will need to go through Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction 
Maintenance Screening (see Section 2.3.4 for a description of the alternatives and the screening 
process).

•	 Building a new interchange at or near 1800 North – The project team developed 22 alternatives 
for a new interchange at 1800 North. These alternatives will go through both Level 2: Purpose and 
Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening and Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/
Maintenance Screening (see Section 2.3.3 and Section 2.3.4 for a description of the alternatives and 
the screening process).
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2.3.3 LEVEL 2: PURPOSE AND NEED (INTERCHANGE TRAFFIC OPERATIONS) SCREENING
Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening will evaluate interchange alternatives 
based on Vissim traffic modeling, a detailed traffic modeling methodology that uses micro-simulation analysis, 
which models and controls individual vehicles. This type of traffic modeling is necessary to determine the impacts 
to freeway operations. The Level 2 Screening will evaluate the design alternatives for a “New Interchange at 
1800 North” to determine if the interchange alternatives associated with Alternative 5 meet the purpose and 
need for the project.

An interchange alternative will pass the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening if it meets the 
following criteria:

•	 Provide LOS D for all movements: UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that 
roadway designers should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban 
area. The proposed project is within an urbanized area and therefore interchanges should operate at 
LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours. See Section 1.2.1 in Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for 
a more detailed description of LOS.

•	 Provide for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15: This 
criteria is based on Policy Point 3 of FHWA’s Notice of Revised Policy Statement issued on August 18, 
2008 and filed in the Federal Register on August 26, 2009: “An operational and safety analysis has 
concluded that the proposed change in access does not have a significant adverse impact on the 
safety and operation of the Interstate facility (which includes mainline lanes, existing, new, or modified 
ramps, ramp intersections with crossroad) or on the local street network based on both the current and 
the planned future traffic projections.” Queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline flow 
of I-15 would have an adverse impact on the safety and operation of I-15. Therefore, any interchange 
design alternative that cause queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline flow of I-15 will 
be eliminated from further study.

•	 Provide adequate driver expectancy: According to the Transportation Research Board, expectancy 
relates to a driver’s readiness to respond to situations, events, and information in predictable and 
successful ways. If an interchange design alternative cannot provide for adequate driver expectancy, it 
will be eliminated from further study.

•	 Provide direct connection between 1800 North, Main Street, I-15, and the proposed Falcon 
Hill street system on the east side of I-15: Providing a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the proposed Falcon Hill street system on the east side of I-15 is needed to provide 
access to Main Street and Falcon Hill. If travelers are unable to access Falcon Hill or Main Street from 
the 1800 North Interchange, they will need to use the adjacent interchanges, increasing traffic volumes 
and the associated congestion at the 650 North and 5600 South Interchanges.

If an interchange alternative is unable to meet the above criteria, it will not meet the project purpose to 
“improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor” and will not move forward for further 
study.

Alternative 5: New Interchange at 1800 North
Alternative 5 includes a new interchange at 1800 North. The project team developed several alternatives for 
a new interchange at 1800 North. The following considerations guided development of these interchange 
alternatives:

•	 Interchange Spacing: Interchange spacing has a pronounced effect on freeway operations because 
of the effect of vehicles entering and exiting the freeway and the need for adequate weaving distances. 
The general rule of thumb for minimum interchange spacing is one mile in urban areas (AASHTO’s A 
Policy on Design Standards Interstate System and A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets (page 807)). Local conditions may require interchange spacing greater than a mile. All of the 
1800 North Interchange Alternatives meet the minimum interchange spacing requirements. The 5600 
South Interchange would be approximately 1.5 miles to the north, and the 650 North Interchange 
would be approximately 1 mile to the south.
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•	 Access Spacing: The Utah Highway Access 
Management  Standards recommend that the  
minimum spacing between an interchange 
off-ramp to the first major intersection be 
1,320-ft. The centerline of Main Street and 
I-15 are currently about 200 feet apart.

•	 Project Design Criteria: The following 
project design criteria will be used for the 
1800 North Interchange Alternatives (see 
Appendix A):

•	 Design speed for ramps: 50 mph
•	 Ramp Lane Width: 14-ft
•	 Ramp Shoulder Width: 4-ft (inside), 

6-ft (outside)
•	 Vertical Clearance: 16.5-ft

•	 Interstate Access Change Request (IACR): 
FHWA is required to approve all new access 
or changes in Interstate access points 
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 111. FHWA ensures 
that all new or revised access points: (1) Are 
considered using a decision-making process 
that is based on information and analysis of 
the planning, environmental, design, safety, 
and operational effects of the proposed 
change; (2) Support the intended purpose 
of the Interstate System; (3) Do not have an 
adverse impact on the safety or operations 
of the Interstate System and connecting local 
roadway network or other elements of the 
transportation system; and  (4) Are designed 
to acceptable standards. An IACR needs to 
address eight policy requirements (see text 
box to right). All of the 1800 North Interchange Alternatives that will be carried forward to Level 3 
Screening will meet the criteria established by FHWA for the approval of an IACR.

As part of the 1800 North Interchange Alternatives development process, a workshop was held on November 
2–3, 2012 with representatives from FHWA, UDOT, and several consultants to develop and evaluate interchange 
alternatives.

The following pages contain figures of the 1800 North Interchange Alternatives and will discuss the reasons an 
interchange alternative was selected or eliminated from further study, based on the screening criteria. For more 
information, see the Traffic Report in Appendix A.

I A C R  P O L I C Y  R E Q U I R E M E N T S :

1. The need cannot be adequately satisfied by existing 
interchanges to the Interstate, and/or local roads and 
streets in the corridor can neither provide the desired 
access, nor can they be reasonably improved to satisfactorily 
accommodate the design-year traffic demands.

2. The need cannot be adequately satisfied by reasonable 
transportation system management, geometric design, 
and alternative improvements to the Interstate without 
the proposed change(s) in access.

3. An operational and safety analysis has concluded that the 
proposed change in access does not have a significant 
adverse impact on the safety and operation of the 
Interstate facility or on the local street network based on 
both the current and the planned future traffic projections.

4. The proposed access connects to a public road only and 
will provide for all traffic movements. The proposed access 
will be designed to meet or exceed current standards.

5. The proposal considers and is consistent with local and 
regional land use and transportation plans.

6. In corridors where the potential exists for future multiple 
interchange additions, a comprehensive corridor or 
network study must accompany all requests for new or 
revised access with recommendations that address all 
of the proposed and desired access changes within the 
context of a longer-range system or network plan.

7. When a new or revised access point is due to a new, 
expanded, or substantial change in current or planned 
future development or land use, requests must demonstrate 
appropriate coordination has occurred between the 
development and any proposed transportation system 
improvements.

8. The proposal can be expected to be included as an 
alternative in the required environmental evaluation, 
review and processing.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 4A
Interchange Alternative 4A 
would build an interchange 
(Diamond or Single Point Urban 
Interchange (SPUI)) on I-15 at 
1800 North and would relocate 
Main Street to 250 West from 
1300 North to 2300 North to 
separate the I-15 ramps from 
the Main Street intersection. The 
relocation of Main Street to the 
250 West corridor would provide 
good separation between Main 
Street and I-15. This interchange 
alternative removes the Main 
Street intersection from its 
present location. This separation would allow for a more conventional interchange design with I-15. A typical 
SPUI type interchange would operate at LOS D (40.4 seconds delay) and the relocated 1800 North/Main Street 
intersection would also operates at LOS D (37.5 seconds of delay).

•	 Interchange Alternative 4A will move forward to Level 3 - Environmental and Design/
Construction/Maintenance Screening because it provides LOS D for all movements, it provides 
for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15, it provides 
adequate driver expectancy, and it provides a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the street system on the east side of I-15.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 4B-1
Interchange Alternative 4B-1 
would build an interchange 
(Diamond or SPUI) on I-15 at 
1800 North, would relocate 
Main Street to 50 West, and 
would lift Main Street over 1800 
North. Main Street access to 
1800 North would be right-in/
right out. This design exhibits 
poor driver expectancy. Drivers 
would have to drive past and 
away from the interchange in 
order to access ramps or 1800 
North. Heavy weaving between 
the SB off-ramp and the WB 
right-in/right-out intersection 
would cause backing onto the SB 
off-ramp. The NB off-ramp would experience LOS E with 73.1 seconds of delay.

•	 Interchange Alternative 4B-1 will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 4B-2
Interchange Alternative 4B-2 
would build an interchange 
(Diamond or SPUI) on I-15 at 
1800 North, would relocate Main 
Street to 50 West, and would lift 
Main Street over 1800 North. 
A traffic signal would allow 
full access to 1800 North from 
Main Street. This design would 
exhibit poor driver expectancy 
similar to Interchange Alternative 
4B-1 and would concentrate a 
high number of left turn traffic 
at the Main Street/1800 North 
intersection. These conflicting 
movements would cause failure 
of the Main Street/1800 North and the interchange intersections. This would result in backing onto the off-
ramps. The SB off-ramp would experience LOS E with 64.9 seconds of delay. The NB off-ramp would experience 
LOS F with >80 seconds of delay. The overall SPUI delay would be LOS E with 77.7 seconds delay.

•	 Interchange Alternative 4B-2 will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 5A
Interchange Alternative 5A would 
build an interchange (Diamond or 
SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and 
would shift I-15 east to provide 
adequate separation between 
Main Street and the I-15 ramps. 
This design would provide good 
driver expectancy. Design of the 
horizontal alignment of I-15 
would meet AASHTO standards. 
Separation between Main Street 
and the I-15 interchange would 
be adequate to provide for a 
conventional interchange design. 
A SPUI interchange at this location 
would operate at 41.4 seconds of delay (LOS D) and the 1800 North/Main Street intersection would operate at 
36.2 seconds delay (LOS D).

•	 Interchange Alternative 5A will move forward to Level 3 - Environmental and Design/
Construction/Maintenance Screening because it provides LOS D for all movements, it provides 
for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15, it provides 
adequate driver expectancy, and it provides a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the street system on the east side of I-15.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 5B
Interchange Alternative 5B would 
build an interchange (Diamond or 
SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and 
would shift I-15 east and Main 
Street west to provide adequate 
separation between Main Street and 
the I-15 ramps. This design would 
provide good driver expectancy. 
The horizontal alignment of 
I-15 would be designed to meet 
AASHTO (American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation 
Officials) standards. Separation 
between Main Street and the I-15 
interchange would be adequate to 
provide for a more conventional interchange design. A SPUI interchange at this location would operate at 41.4 
seconds of delay (LOS D) and the 1800 North/Main Street intersection would operate at 36.2 seconds delay 
(LOS D).

•	 Interchange Alternative 5B will move forward to Level 3 - Environmental and Design/
Construction/Maintenance Screening because it provides LOS D for all movements, it provides 
for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15, it provides 
adequate driver expectancy, and it provides a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the street system on the east side of I-15.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 6A
Interchange Alternative 6A 
would build an interchange on 
I-15 at 1800 North and would 
provide a direct southbound 
ramp connection to Main Street 
at 1900 North. The 1800 North/
Main Street intersection would 
fail under heavy traffic load. The 
interchange design would not 
meet driver expectancy due to 
the offset between the locations 
of the NB and SB ramp terminal 
intersections. The SB off-ramp 
would experience >80 seconds 
of delay (LOS F) and the NB off-
ramp would experience >80 seconds of delay (LOS F).

•	 Interchange Alternative 6A will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 6B
Interchange Alternative 6B 
would build an interchange on 
I-15 at 1800 North and would 
provide direct southbound ramp 
connections to Main Street at 
1800 North. This design would 
experience significant signing 
issues with a six-leg intersection 
with 1800 North, Main Street, 
and the southbound ramps. There 
would be poor driver expectancy 
with the very unconventional 
design for Main Street/1800 
North. The acute angle left turn 
movement from the SB off-ramp 
to EB 1800 North would be difficult to execute and would reduce the efficiency of the traffic signal. This same 
condition would exist for the WB to SB on-ramp. The multiple approaches at 1800 North/Main Street would 
cause failure in traffic signal operation, with >80 seconds of delay (LOS F). This would result in backing onto 
the SB off-ramp.

•	 Interchange Alternative 6B will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.

Alternative 5: Interchange 
Alternative 6C
Interchange Alternative 6C 
would build an interchange on 
I-15 at 1800 North and would 
provide direct southbound ramp 
connections to Main Street at 
1700 North and 1900 North. The 
close spacing of traffic signals 
between 1700, 1800, and 1900 
North intersections would be 
difficult to coordinate. Heavy left 
turn volumes between the SB 
and WB approaches would cause 
failure at the Main Street/1800 
North intersection. There would be inadequate queue distance for  left-turn movements on the south leg of 
1800 North Main intersection. These conditions would result in failure of signal operations with >80 seconds of 
delay (LOS F), and backing onto the SB off-ramp. The NB off-ramp would also experience >80 seconds of delay 
(LOS F). In addition, the design exhibits poor driver expectancy. To access 1800 North, drivers on southbound 
I-15 would need to exit prior to 1800 North, make a left turn onto Main Street, and then a right turn onto 1800 
North. Drivers accessing southbound I-15 from 1800 North would need to make a right turn onto Main Street 
and then a left turn onto the southbound on-ramp.

•	 Interchange Alternative 6C will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 6D
Interchange Alternative 6D 
would build an interchange on 
I-15 at 1800 North and would 
provide southbound loop ramp 
junctions at 1700 North and 1900 
North with structures over Main 
Street. There would be signal 
coordination and weaving issues 
for three signals so closely spaced 
on Main Street. There would 
be a high volume of conflicting 
left turn traffic at 1800 North/
Main Street, which would result 
in failure of the traffic signal 
operation and would result in 
backing onto the ramps. The NB ramp terminal would have >80 seconds of delay (LOS F). The SB off-ramp 
loop would also have >80 seconds of delay (LOS F).  In addition, the design exhibits poor driver expectancy. To 
access 1800 North, drivers on southbound I-15 would need to make a right turn onto Main Street and then a 
right turn onto 1800 North. Drivers accessing southbound I-15 from 1800 North would need to make a right 
turn onto Main Street and then a right turn onto the southbound on-ramp.

•	 Interchange Alternative 6D will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 6E
Interchange Alternative 6E 
would build an interchange on 
I-15 at 1700 North and would 
provide a loop ramp junction 
at 1700 North for southbound 
movements with a flyover at 
1800 North. The WB traffic 
from Falcon Hill to WB 1800 
North would be 2,100 vehicles 
per hour. This high volume 
would contribute to the failure 
of the 1800 North/Main Street 
intersection and the loop ramp 
intersection with Main Street 
with >80 seconds of delay (LOS 
F). This interchange alternative would also exhibit poor driver expectancy because the movement from Falcon 
Hill to WB 1800 North would require a right turn from Falcon Hill to Main Street and then a left turn from Main 
Street to 1800 North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6E will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 7
Interchange Alternative 7 would 
build an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North and would provide  
a rotary intersection at the 
southbound ramps, 1800 North, 
and Main Street. Complex signing 
for a six-leg intersection would 
result in poor driver expectancy 
at this location. High conflicting 
volumes in the rotary would 
result in few gaps for traffic 
entering from SB Main Street or 
SB off-ramp. The queuing from 
the SB off-ramp would extend 
back onto mainline I-15, and the 
ramp would operate with >80 seconds of delay (LOS F). The NB off-ramp would also experience >80 seconds 
of delay (LOS F).

•	 Interchange Alternative 7 will not move forward for further study because it does not provide 
for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline 
flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 8A
Interchange Alternative 8A would 
build an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North and would provide 
flyover ramps to the east side of 
I-15. The ramp terminal intersection 
would operate at LOS D with 51.9 
seconds of delay, and 1800 North/
Main Street would operate at LOS 
C with 33.4 seconds of delay.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8A will move forward to Level 3 - Environmental and Design/
Construction/Maintenance Screening because it provides LOS D for all movements, it provides 
for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15, it provides 
adequate driver expectancy, and it provides a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the street system on the east side of I-15.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 8B
Interchange Alternative 8B would 
build an interchange at 1800 
North and would provide flyover 
ramps to the east side of I-15 with 
a tight diamond configuration. 
This design would be similar to 
Interchange Alternative 8A. The 
shorter distance between the 
ramp terminal and Main Street 
would result in more congestion 
than what would be experienced 
in Interchange Alternative 8A. 
The ramp terminal would have 
78.0 seconds of delay (LOS E) 
and the 1800 North/Main Street 
signal would have 58.3 seconds of delay (LOS E).

•	 Interchange Alternative 8B will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements and it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into 
the mainline flow of I-15.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 8C
Interchange Alternative 8C is 
similar to Interchange Alternative 
8A in that it would build an 
interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide flyover 
ramps to the east side of I-15. 
The flyover ramps would be 
located even further to the east 
to avoid the Army rail shops. This 
design would operate similar 
to Interchange Alternative 8A. 
The ramp terminal signal would 
continue to operate at LOS D 
with 50.4 seconds of delay, and 
1800 North/Main Street would 
operate at LOS C with 33.4 seconds of delay; however, because the ramps would be located so far east into the 
Falcon Hill property, Interchange Alternative 8C would be unable to provide a direct connection to the proposed 
Falcon Hill street system on the east side of I-15. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 8C will not move forward for further study because it could not 
provide a direct connection to the street system on the east side of I-15.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 8D
Interchange Alternative 8D is 
similar to Interchange Alternative 
8A in that it would build an 
interchange on I-15 at 1800 North 
and would provide directional 
flyover ramps to the east side 
of I-15; however, the directional 
flyover ramps would be shifted 
to the south to avoid the Army 
rail shops. This alternative would 
include improvements to keep 
the Army rail shop operational. 
Interchange Alternative 8D may 
require a design exception to 
use the low speed urban criteria. This design would operate similar to Interchange Alternative 8A. The ramp 
terminal signal would continue to operate at LOS D with 50.4 seconds of delay, and 1800 North/Main Street 
would operate at LOS C with 33.4 seconds of delay. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 8D will move forward to Level 3 - Environmental and Design/
Construction/Maintenance Screening because it provides LOS D for all movements, it provides 
for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15, it provides 
adequate driver expectancy, and it provides a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the street system on the east side of I-15.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 9
Interchange Alternative 9 would 
build an interchange on I-15 
at 1800 North with ramps in 
an offset configuration to the 
east of I-15. Southbound ramps 
would connect with 1800 North 
via a connector road. High 
volume conflicting left turns at 
ramp terminal intersection would 
result in signal operation failure 
and backing onto ramps. Both 
intersections would operate at 
>80 seconds of delay (LOS F). 
In addition, the design exhibits 
poor driver expectancy because 
of the southbound off-ramp movements required to access 1800 North and the required movements to access 
the southbound on-ramp.

•	 Interchange Alternative 9 will not move forward for further study because it does not provide 
for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline 
flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.

18
0

0
 N

O
R

T
H

M A I N  S T R E E T

I N T E R C H A N G E  A L T E R N A T I V E  8 D

A R M Y  R A I L  S H O P S

F A L C O N  H I L L
B O U N D A R Y

Move Forward to 

Level 3 Screening

D A V I S  &  W E B E R  C A N A L

18
0

0
 N

O
R

T
H

M A I N  S T R E E T

I N T E R C H A N G E  A L T E R N A T I V E  9

F A L C O N  H I L L
B O U N D A R Y

Eliminated as 

part of Level 2

Screening



C H A P T E R  2  A L T E R N A T I V E S                                                                      2 - 2 6

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 10
Interchange Alternative 10 would 
build an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North with a Main Street  
collector/couplet configuration. 
High volumes with conflicting 
movements would result in 
a reduced efficiency at the 
couplet intersections. Failure at 
these intersections would cause 
backing onto the NB and SB off-
ramps. Both couplet intersections 
would operate at >80 seconds of 
delay (LOS F).

•	 Interchange Alternative 10 will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements, it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the 
mainline flow of I-15, and it exhibits poor driver expectancy.

The project team also considered a variation on Interchange Alternative 10 that would extend the collector/
couplet configuration from the 650 North Interchange to the 5600 South Interchange; however, the principal 
commercial district of Sunset is along the west side of Main Street in this area. Imposing a one-way routing on 
Main Street would be very controversial, would have an adverse economic impact on the businesses located 
along Main Street, and would have an adverse impact on Sunset City’s tax base.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 11
Interchange Alternative 11 would 
build an interchange on I-15 that 
would move all ramps to the 
south side of the interchange to 
avoid the Army Rail shop. This  
interchange alternative would 
avoid major impacts to the rail 
shops and would operate at LOS 
D with 38.4 seconds of delay. 
The 1800 North/Main Street 
intersection would also operate 
at LOS D with 40.5 second of 
delay; however, because the 
ramps would be located so far 
east into the Falcon Hill property, 
Interchange Alternative 11 would be unable to provide a direct connection to the proposed Falcon Hill street 
system on the east side of I-15. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 11 will not move forward for further study because it could not 
provide a direct connection to the proposed Falcon Hill street system on the east side of I-15.
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Alternative 5: Interchange 
Alternative 12
Interchange Alternative 12 would 
build an oval shaped interchange 
on I-15 that has connecting 
ramps that provide entrance and 
exit movements to and from the 
oval. This interchange alternative 
would have weaving issues as 
motorists navigate around the 
oval from the entrance and exit 
locations. Several segments of 
the weaving areas would operate 
at LOS F.

•	 Interchange Alternative 12 will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements and it causes queuing on the off-ramps that backs into 
the mainline flow of I-15.

Alternative 5: Interchange 
Alternative 13
Interchange Alternative 13 would 
build a two quadrant cloverleaf 
interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North with both off-ramps at an 
intersection on the east side of 
I-15. This interchange alternative 
would shift I-15 east. The 
proposed off-ramp intersection 
with 1800 North would operate 
at LOS E with the northbound 
and westbound approaches 
operating at LOS F. Intersection 
average delay would be 78.5 
seconds.

•	 Interchange Alternative 13 will not move forward for further study because it does not 
provide for LOS D for all movements.
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Alternative 5: Interchange 
Alternative 14
Interchange Alternative 14 would 
construct an interchange on I-15 
that would consist of a collector-
distributor road system with 
continuous flow intersections. 
The interchange alternative 
would be able to provide 
LOS D for all movements but 
would provide very poor driver 
expectancy because of the high 
number of crossing movements, 
and would not be able to connect 
I-15 to Main Street.

•	 Interchange Alternative 14 will not move forward for further study because of poor driver 
expectancy and because it could not provide a direct connection from I-15 to Main Street.

Alternative 5: Interchange 
Alternative 15
Interchange Alternative 15 would 
construct an interchange on I-15 
at 1800 North and would shift 
Main Street to the east side of I-15 
to provide for adequate separation 
between the interchange ramps 
and the Main Street/1800 North 
intersection. The interchange 
alternative would provide LOS D 
for all movements.

•	 Interchange Alternative 15 will move forward to Level 3 - Environmental and Design/
Construction/Maintenance Screening because it provides LOS D for all movements, it provides 
for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15, it provides 
adequate driver expectancy, and it provides a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the street system on the east side of I-15.
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Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening Summary
Based on Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening, 1800 North Interchange 
Alternatives 4A, 5A, 5B, 8A, 8D, and 15 were selected for further study and will move forward to Level 3 
Screening (see Table 2-4).

Table 2-4 Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening Summary

Alternative 5: 1800 
North Interchange 

Alternative

Measures of Effectiveness

Carry 
Forward 

to Level 3 
Screening 

Provide LOS 
D for all 

movements

Provide for queuing 
on off-ramps that 
does not back into 

mainline flow of I-15 

Provide 
adequate driver 

expectancy

Provide direct connection 
between 1800 North, Main 

Street, I-15, and street 
system on east side of I-15

Alternative 5 (1800 North Interchange Alternatives)

Interchange 
Alternative 4A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 4B-1

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 4B-2

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 5A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 5B

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 6A

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6B

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6C

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6D

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6E

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 7

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 8A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 8B

No No Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 8C

Yes Yes Yes No No

Interchange 
Alternative 8D

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 9

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 10 

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 11

Yes Yes Yes No No
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Alternative 5: 1800 
North Interchange 

Alternative

Measures of Effectiveness

Carry 
Forward 

to Level 3 
Screening 

Provide LOS 
D for all 

movements

Provide for queuing 
on off-ramps that 
does not back into 

mainline flow of I-15 

Provide 
adequate driver 

expectancy

Provide direct connection 
between 1800 North, Main 

Street, I-15, and street 
system on east side of I-15

Interchange 
Alternative 12

No No Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 13

No Yes Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 14

Yes Yes No No No

Interchange 
Alternative 15

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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2.3.4 LEVEL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL AND DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION/MAINTENANCE SCREENING
The Alternative 5: Adding Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives and the Alternative 5: Railroad Grade-Separation 
Alternatives will go through Level 3 Screening. The Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives that 
passed the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening will also go through Level 3: Environmental 
and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening. 

Screening Factors
Environmental
The environmental screening analysis included an inventory of existing environmental resources located near the 
study area. The inventory included Section 4(f) resources (historic structures and public parks), residential and 
commercial structures, and waters of the U.S/wetlands. It should be noted that the environmental screening 
process is not a full environmental analysis of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of alternatives will 
be conducted for alternatives selected for detailed study and will take place in Chapter 3: Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences.

Section 4(f)
Section 4(f) requires avoidance of impacts to public parks and 
recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites 
(archaeological and architectural sites) unless there is no prudent 
and feasible avoidance alternative and all possible planning has 
been done to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) properties as a 
result of the project, or if the project would have a de minimis 
impact on the property. As per 23 CFR 774.17, a de minimis impact 
to historic sites, is one where the project would have a “no adverse 
effect” or “no historic properties affected” determination under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. This means 
that either the project would have no impact on the historic property 
(e.g., no right-of-way is required), or that the impacts to the historic 
property are minor (e.g., minor right-of-way acquisition). For parks, 
recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact is one that would not adversely affect 
the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f). 

For historic sites, the project team made a finding of “greater than de minimis impact” when an alternative 
resulted in a finding of “adverse effect” determination under Section 106. For parks, recreation areas, and 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a greater than de minimis impact is one that adversely affects the features, 
attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f).

All alternatives evaluated in this section, with the exception of the 1800 North under Railroad Mainlines 
Alternative and the 1800 North over Railroad Mainlines Alternative would include Section 4(f) de minimis 
impacts. However, since a de minimis impact determination does not require an avoidance alternative analysis, 
discussion of the screening process will only address Section 4(f) properties that would likely have a greater than 
de minimis impact as a result of an alternative.

Relative Significance of Each Section 4(f) Property
A Section 4(f) Evaluation needs to take into consideration the relative significance of each Section 4(f) property. 
Historic sites in the study area were evaluated to determine their Section 4(f) relative significance. Historic sites 
that have Section 4(f) relative significance include:

•	 Four historic properties that are either associated with or in the vicinity of the Army Rail Shop on Hill 
Air Force Base (including the rail shop itself)

•	 Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 Bamberger Railroad
•	 1387 West 1800 North (1910 Prairie School style LDS meetinghouse constructed of brick)
•	 857 West 1800 North (1912 foursquare house constructed of rock-faced concrete block)

Section 4(f) Property on 1800 North 
(1387 West 1800 North)
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The screening process will quantify the number of greater than de minimis impacts for each alternative and will 
also take into consideration the Section 4(f) relative significance of each property.

Residential and Commercial Relocations
Potential residential relocations are designated when:

•	 There is a direct impact to the structure (construction of the proposed roadway crosses the existing 
structure)

•	 The roadway is close to the residential structure footprint AND requires the acquisition of right-of-way
•	 The alternative would remove access to the property

Potential commercial relocations are designated when:

•	 There is a direct impact to the structure (construction of the proposed roadway crosses the existing 
structure)

•	 The alternative would remove access to the property
•	 The acquisition of right-of-way would prohibit the operation of the business

The screening process will quantify the number of residential and commercial relocations for each alternative.

Waters of the U.S./Wetlands
Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, no discharge of dredged or fill 
material is permitted in waters of the U.S. if there is a less environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative to that part of the activity that would 
result in a discharge of fill material to waters of the U.S. An alternative 
is practicable if it is available and capable of being implemented after 
taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light 
of the overall project purposes. The screening process will calculate the 
acreages and linear feet of impact to waters of the U.S. and wetlands for 
each alternative.

Design/Construction/Maintenance
Groundwater
According to the hydrogeology report, groundwater levels at the railroad crossing range from 0-ft to 10-ft. 
Any railroad crossing alternative that would require lowering either the railroad mainlines or 1800 North below 
ground surface would likely encounter groundwater. The screening process will determine if an alternative 
would have maintenance and drainage challenges due to high groundwater (none, low, moderate, high, or 
very high).

Maintenance of Traffic (MOT)
The screening process will determine impacts to maintenance of 
traffic (MOT) during construction (low, moderate, or high).

Davis & Weber Counties Canal

W H AT  I S  M A I N T E N A N C E  O F 
T R A F F I C  ( M O T ) ?

Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) involves 
maintaining adequate traffic flow 
through construction zones. Typical 
methods and strategies include shifting 
traffic lanes, flagging, temporary 
signals, etc.
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Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening
Alternative 5: Add Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives
Alternative 5 includes widening 1800 North between Main Street and 2000 West. To meet the Purpose and 
Need objective: “Provide LOS D on 1800 North,” Alternative 5 would require a five-lane cross-section on 1800 
North (two travel lanes in each direction with a two-way left-turn lane) for most of the corridor. As 1800 North 
approaches Main Street and 2000 West, 1800 North would require additional lanes to accommodate turning 
movements. 

The project team developed several design alternatives for adding capacity to 1800 North. The project design 
criteria guided development of these design alternatives:

•	 Design speed: 45 mph
•	 Lane Width: 12-ft
•	 Shoulder Width: 12-ft
•	 Cross Slope: 2%

The variables that will be examined to develop design alternatives for the 1800 North corridor include the cross-
section and roadway alignment.

Cross-Section
UDOT Region 1 provided a desired typical section for the urban arterial. This typical section was used to develop 
the 1800 North cross-section (see Table 2-5 and Figure 2-8). The 1800 North cross-section is in compliance with 
UDOT standards and meets the project design criteria (see Appendix A for project design criteria).

Table 2-5 1800 North Cross-Section Recommendations

Cross-Section Element Description Width (feet)

Median The area between opposing traffic 14

Travel Lane
The portion of the roadway used for the 
movement of vehicles

12

Shoulder
The portion of the roadway to the right 
of the travel lane

12

Curb/Gutter
Aids in drainage control and separates 
the roadway from pedestrian facilities

2.5

Parkstrip Provides a buffer for pedestrians 4

Sidewalk Sidewalk for pedestrian use 5

SIDEWALK PARKSTRIP SHOULDER SHOULDER PARKSTRIPTRAVEL LANE TRAVEL LANEMEDIAN

2.5’

110’

TRAVEL LANE TRAVEL LANE

5’ 4’ 12’ 12’ 14’ 12’ 4’12’ 5’12’ 12’
2.5’

SIDEWALK

0.5’

R/
W

0.5’

R/
W

Figure 2-8 1800 North Five-Lane Typical Section

1800 North Alignment Alternatives
The roadway alignment is the location of the proposed roadway and includes horizontal and vertical elements. 
This discussion will focus on the horizontal alignment. See below for descriptions of the Add Capacity to 1800 
North design alternatives:

Alternative 5: 1800 North Centerline Widening Alternative 
The Centerline Widening Alternative would widen equally to both the north and the south. In locations where 
homes and businesses adjacent to 1800 North have a large setback, this would allow homes and businesses on 
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each side to remain and would require approximately equal right-of-way from property owners on the north 
and south. In locations where homes and businesses adjacent to 1800 North do not have a large setback, this 
would potentially require the relocation of homes and businesses on both the north and south.

This Centerline Widening Alternative would cause 27 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts (including 
one Section 4(f) relatively significant property – 857 West 1800 North in Clinton), 63 residential relocations, and 
seven commercial relocations (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). The Centerline Widening 
Alternative will not move forward for further study because of 27 Section 4(f) greater than de 
minimis impacts and 70 relocations.

Alternative 5: 1800 North Widen to the North Alternative
The Widen to the North Alternative would maintain the existing right-of-way for south side properties and 
would require right-of-way from the north side properties only, including the potential relocation of the majority 
of north-side homes and businesses.

The Widen to the North Alternative would maintain the existing right-of-way for south side properties and 
would require right-of-way from the north side properties only. This alternative would cause 17 Section 4(f) 
greater than de minimis impacts, 61 residential relocations, and nine commercial relocations (see Table 2-6 and 
Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). The Widen to the North Alternative will not move forward for further 
study because of 17 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts and 70 relocations.

Alternative 5: 1800 North Widen to the South Alternative
The Widen to the South Alternative would maintain the existing right-of-way for north side properties and 
would require right-of-way from the south side properties only, including the potential relocation of the majority 
of south-side homes and businesses.

The Widen to the South Alternative would cause 23 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts (including two 
Section 4(f) relatively significant properties – 1387 West 1800 North and 857 West 1800 North in Clinton), 64 
residential relocations, and five commercial relocations (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). The 
Widen to the South Alternative will not move forward for further study because of 23 Section 4(f) 
greater than de minimis impacts and 69 relocations.

Alternative 5: 1800 North Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative
The Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative would shift to avoid or minimize impacts to environmental resources. 
Between 300 West and Main Street the alignment would shift north.

The Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative would cause 12 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts, 49 
residential relocations, and seven commercial relocations (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). 
The Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative will be carried forward for further study because of the 
lower number of Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts (12) and relocations (56).

Alternative 5: 1800 North Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative 
The Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative would shift to avoid or minimize impacts to environmental resources. 
Between 300 West and Main Street alignment would shift south.

The Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative would cause 11 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts, 43 
residential relocations, and five commercial relocations (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). The 
Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative will be carried forward for further study because of the lower 
number of Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts (11) and relocations (48).
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Railroad Grade-Separation Alternatives
The project team developed several alternatives for a railroad grade separation on 1800 North (the at-grade 
crossing alternative was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose and need objective to improve 
safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad Crossing). These alternatives included:

•	 Elevate railroad mainlines over 1800 North
•	 Lower railroad mainlines under 1800 North
•	 1800 North under railroad mainlines
•	 1800 North over railroad mainlines
•	 Change elevation of both 1800 North and railroad

Bypass Tracks
All of these alternatives, with the exception of the 1800 North over Railroad Mainlines Alternative would require 
two bypass tracks during construction (one for the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and one for UTA). The project 
team met with UPRR several times to evaluate the possibility of UPRR and UTA sharing tracks so that only one 
set of bypass tracks would be required; however, UPRR explained that the need to share tracks with UTA would 
compromise their operations (UPRR currently runs approximately 25 trains per day on this high speed line). 

The bypass tracks would run parallel to the existing rail corridor. A detailed impact analysis of alternatives 
with bypass tracks was performed only for the Change Elevation of both 1800 North and Railroad Alternative 
because this alternative represents the best-case scenario. This scenario would require the shortest bypass 
tracks and would cause the fewest impacts to existing development adjacent to the tracks. All other alternatives 
that would require bypass tracks would require longer bypass tracks and would, therefore, have greater impacts 
(see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). The project team analyzed two alternatives for the bypass tracks. One 
alternative would utilize fill slopes, and the other alternative would construct retaining walls. The alternative 
that would utilize fill slopes would cause 34 residential relocations. The alternative that would utilize retaining 
wall would cause 18 residential relocations.

Screening of the 1800 North Railroad Grade Separation Alternatives will only consider impacts associated with 
the impacts resulting from the bypass track and will not consider impacts associated with 1800 North widening.

Alternative 5: Elevate Railroad Mainlines over 1800 North Alternative
This alternative would raise the UPRR and UTA mainline over 1800 North and provide a minimum clearance of 
17 feet over 1800 North. Within the vertical grade change section there are two additional railroad crossings 
(1300 North and 2300 North). Fully elevating the tracks would impact these two crossings and would require 
grade adjustments at these locations. This alternative would require constructing two separate bypass tracks to 
maintain traffic on each mainline. These bypass tracks would extend 4,800 feet to either side of 1800 North.

1800 North
Rai lroad Over

Exist ing Ground Surface

2300 North1300 North

This alternative would cause one Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impact to a historic structure at 482 
West 2300 North in Sunset because of the grade adjustment at 2300 North. In addition this alternative would 
have greater than the 18 to 34 residential relocations identified in the baseline condition (Change Elevation of 
both 1800 North and Railroad Alternative) and would have high MOT impacts. The construction of the bypass 
tracks would result in a very wide crossing area during construction. This wider crossing (between the two 
bypass tracks) would result in a reduction of crossing safety for the duration of construction, as compared to an 
alternative that would not require bypass tracks. These same issues would be present for the adjacent crossings 
at 1300 North and 2300 North. The Elevate Railroad over 1800 North Alternative will not move forward 
for further study because of several relocations (18 to 34) and the greater than de minimis impact to 
the structure at 482 West 2300 North in Sunset. 
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Alternative 5: Lower Railroad Mainlines under 1800 North Alternative
This alternative would modify the vertical profile of the railroad mainlines to go under 1800 North. Within 
the vertical grade change section there are two additional railroad crossings (1300 North and 2300 North). 
Lowering the tracks would impact these two crossings and would require grade adjustments at these locations. 
Construction of this alternative would require two separate bypass tracks to maintain traffic on each mainline. 
These bypass tracks would extend 4,800 feet to either side of 1800 North and impact both the 1300 North and 
2300 North railroad crossing. In addition, the hydrogeology report indicated a groundwater depth between 0 
and 10 feet below ground surface in this area. Clearance under the roadway bridge would be at least 23 feet 
6 inches. This shallow groundwater presents substantial long-term maintenance drainage issues for the track 
section. An active pumping system or a combination of waterproofing with a backup pumping system would 
be required.

1800 North

Rai lroad Under

Exist ing Ground Surface

2300 North1300 North

This alternative would cause one Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impact to a historic structure at 482 West 
2300 North in Sunset because of the grade adjustment at 2300 North. In addition, this alternative would have 
greater than the 18 to 34 residential relocations identified in the baseline condition (Change Elevation of both 
1800 North and Railroad Alternative), would have very high groundwater impacts, and would have high MOT 
impacts. The construction of the bypass tracks would result in a very wide crossing area during construction. 
This wider crossing (between the two bypass tracks) would result in a reduction of crossing safety for the 
duration of construction, as compared to an alternative that would not require bypass tracks. These same issues 
would be present for the adjacent crossings at 1300 North and 2300 North. Also, 1800 North would likely 
need to be closed while the depressed section is under construction. The Lower Railroad under 1800 North 
Alternative will not move forward for further study because of several relocations (18 to 34) and the 
greater than de minimis impact to the structure at 482 West 2300 North in Sunset.

Alternative 5: 1800 North under Railroad Mainlines Alternative
This alternative would modify the vertical profile of 1800 North to go under the railroad mainlines and provide 
a minimum clearance of 17 feet. Construction of this alternative would require two separate bypass tracks. In 
addition, lowering 1800 North would have similar substantial groundwater issues as described in the Lower 
Railroad Mainlines under 1800 North Alternative.

1800 North Under

Exist ing Road Surface

UTA 
Tracks

UPRR 
Tracks

300 West

725 West

This alternative would have greater than the 18 to 34 residential relocations identified in the baseline condition 
(Change Elevation of both 1800 North and Railroad Alternative), would have very high groundwater impacts, 
and would have high MOT impacts. The construction of the bypass tracks would result in a very wide crossing 
area during construction. This wider crossing (between the two bypass tracks) would result in a reduction of 
crossing safety for the duration of construction, as compared to an alternative that would not require bypass 
tracks. Also, 1800 North would likely need to be closed while the depressed section is under construction. The 
1800 North under Railroad Alternative will not move forward for further study because of several 
relocations (18 to 34). 
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Alternative 5: 1800 North over Railroad Mainlines Alternative
This alternative would raise 1800 North over the UPRR and UTA mainlines and provide a minimum clearance of 
23 feet 6 inches over the UPRR tracks. Impacts to existing railroad tracks would be minimal, with no adjustments 
or bypass tracks required.

1800 North Over

Exist ing Road Surface

UTA 
Tracks

UPRR 
Tracks725 West

300 West

This alternative would raise 1800 North over the UPRR and UTA mainlines. Because this alternative would not 
require bypass tracks, no residential relocations would be required as a result of constructing bypass tracks 
adjacent to the existing rail corridor (see Table 2-6). Additionally, this alternative would have no groundwater 
impacts and would have low MOT impacts. The 1800 North over Railroad Alternative will be carried 
forward to detailed study.

Alternative 5: Change Elevation of both 1800 North and Railroad Alternative
This alternative would modify the vertical profiles of both 1800 North and the railroad mainlines. Under this 
alternative, the vertical profile changes of the railroad would be limited to 10 feet in order to avoid construction 
of additional vertical grade impacts to the crossings located at 1300 North and 2300 North. Raising the tracks 
10 feet, assuming a structure depth of 5 feet, would require lowering the roadway section by 12 feet 6 inches 
to obtain the necessary understructure clearance. Construction of this alternative would require two separate 
bypass tracks. In addition, lowering 1800 North would have similar substantial groundwater issues as described 
in the Lower Railroad Mainlines under 1800 North Alternative discussion. The project team performed a detailed 
impact analysis of the bypass tracks for this alternative because it represents the best-case scenario. This scenario 
would require the shortest bypass tracks and would cause the fewest impacts to existing development adjacent 
to the tracks. All other alternatives that would require bypass tracks would require longer bypass tracks and 
would,  therefore, have greater impacts. The project team analyzed two alternatives for the bypass track. One 
alternative would utilize fill slopes, and the other alternative would construct retaining walls.

Rai lroad 10- f t  Over

Exist ing Ground Surface
Road 13- f t  Under

1800 North 2300 North1300 North

This alternative would have 18 residential relocations (with retaining wall) to 34 residential relocations (with fill 
slopes) (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2), would have high groundwater impacts, and would 
have high MOT impacts. Construction of the bypass tracks would result in a very wide crossing area during 
construction. This wider crossing (between the two bypass tracks) would result in a reduction of crossing safety 
for the duration of construction, as compared to an alternative that would not require bypass tracks. Also, 1800 
North would likely need to be closed while the depressed section is under construction. 

A variation on this alternative would lower the tracks 10-feet and would take 1800 North over; however, this 
variation would have the same impacts as raising the tracks 10-feet and lowering 1800 North.

The Change Elevation of both 1800 North and Railroad Alternative will not move forward for further 
study because of several relocations (18 to 34).
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Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives
Screening of the 1800 North Interchange Alternatives will only consider impacts associated with the interchange 
and will not consider impacts associated with 1800 North widening.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 4A
Interchange Alternative 4A would build an interchange (Diamond or SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and would 
relocate Main Street to 250 West to separate the I-15 ramps from the Main Street intersection. The widening of 
250 West to accommodate Main Street traffic would cause an estimated 40 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis 
impacts (including two Section 4(f) relatively significant properties – the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and the 
Bamberger Railroad), an estimated 60 residential relocations, and two commercial relocations. Construction of 
the interchange would impact 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Canal (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in 
Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 4A will not move forward for further study because of 40 Section 
4(f) greater than de minimis impacts and 60 residential relocations.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 5A
Interchange Alternative 5A would build an interchange (Diamond or SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift 
I-15 east to provide adequate separation between Main Street and the I-15 ramps. This interchange alternative 
would have a Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impact to six historic properties (including six Section 4(f) 
relatively significant properties – four historic properties associated with the Army Rail Shop, the Davis & Weber 
Counties Canal, and the Bamberger Railroad), no residential relocations, one commercial relocation (the Army 
Rail Shop), and would impact 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Canal (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in 
Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 5A will be carried forward to detailed study.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 5B
Interchange Alternative 5B would build an interchange (Diamond, SPUI, etc) on I-15 at 1800 North and would 
shift I-15 east and Main Street west to provide adequate separation between Main Street and the I-15 ramps. 
This interchange alternative would cause ten Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts  (including two 
Section 4(f) relatively significant properties – the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and the Bamberger Railroad), 11 
residential relocations, seven commercial relocations, and would impact 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Canal 
(see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 5B will not move forward for 
further study because of 10 Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts, 11 residential relocations, 
and 7 commercial relocations.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 8A
Interchange Alternative 8A would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would provide directional 
flyover ramps to the east side of I-15. This interchange alternative would have a Section 4(f) greater than 
de minimis impact to six historic properties (including six Section 4(f) relatively significant properties – four 
historic properties associated with the Army Rail Shop, the Davis & Weber Counties Canal, and the Bamberger 
Railroad), no residential relocations, one commercial relocation (the Army Rail Shop), and would impact 3,215-
ft of the Davis and Weber Canal (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 
8A will be carried forward to detailed study.

Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 8D
Interchange Alternative 8D would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would provide directional 
flyover ramps to the east side of I-15; however, the directional flyover ramps would be shifted to the south to 
avoid the Army Rail Shop. This interchange alternative would have two Section 4(f) greater than de minimis 
impacts  (including two Section 4(f) relatively significant properties – the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and the 
Bamberger Railroad), no residential relocations, no commercial relocation, and would impact 3,215-ft of the 
Davis and Weber Canal (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 8D will 
be carried forward to detailed study.
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Alternative 5: Interchange Alternative 15
Interchange Alternative 15 would construct an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift Main Street 
to the east side of I-15 to provide for adequate separation between the interchange ramps and the Main 
Street/1800 North intersection.  This interchange alternative would cause ten Section 4(f) greater than de 
minimis impacts  (including two Section 4(f) relatively significant properties – the Davis & Weber Counties 
Canal and the Bamberger Railroad), 10 residential relocations, nine commercial relocations, and would impact 
3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Canal (see Table 2-6 and Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). Interchange 
Alternative 15 will not move forward for further study because of 10 Section 4(f) greater than de 
minimis impacts, 10 residential relocations, and 9 commercial relocations.

Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening 
Table 2-6 shows a summary of the Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening.

Table 2-6 Level 3: Design/Construction/Maintenance and Environmental Screening

Alternative
Section 4(f) greater 

than de minimis 
impacts

Residential 
Relocations

Commercial 
Relocations

Waters of the 
U.S./Wetlands

Groundwater 
Impacts

MOT 
Impacts

Carry 
forward to 

detailed 
study

Alternative 5: Add Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives

Centerline 
Widening

27 (includes one 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
property)

63 7 0 N/A N/A No

Widen to the 
North

17 61 9 0 N/A N/A No

Widen to the 
South

23 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

64 5 0 N/A N/A No

Minimization 
Alignment 1

12 49 7 0 N/A N/A Yes

Minimization 
Alignment 2

11 43 5 0 N/A N/A Yes

Alternative 5: 1800 North RR Grade-Separation Alternatives

Elevate RR 
over 1800 
North

1
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 None High No

Lower RR 
under 1800 
North

1
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 Very High High No

1800 North 
under RR

0
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 Very High High No

1800 North 
over RR

0 0 0 0 None Low Yes

Change 
elevation of 
both 1800 
North and RR

0

18 (with 
retaining 

wall)
34 (with 

fill slopes)

0 0 High High No
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Alternative
Section 4(f) greater 

than de minimis 
impacts

Residential 
Relocations

Commercial 
Relocations

Waters of the 
U.S./Wetlands

Groundwater 
Impacts

MOT 
Impacts

Carry 
forward to 

detailed 
study

Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives

Interchange 
Alternative 
4A

40 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

60 2
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No

Interchange 
Alternative 
5A

6 (includes six 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 1 (Army Rail 
Shop)

3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
5B

10 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

11 7
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No

Interchange 
Alternative 
8A

6 (includes six 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 1 (Army Rail 
Shop)

3,215-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
8D

2 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 0
3,215-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
15

10 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

10 9
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No
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2 . 4  A L T E R N A T I V E S  S E L E C T E D  F O R  D E T A I L E D  S T U D Y
The screening process identified alternatives that this EIS will evaluate in detail.

2.4.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
The No-action Alternative would maintain 1800 North and I-15 in 
their current roadway configurations.  This alternative assumes that 
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities 
that maintain continued operation  of the existing roadway facility 
would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative also assumes  all 
other improvements planned by others (WFRC RTP and other local 
transportation plans) would be implemented. All of these activities 
would likely have some environmental impacts. Each project would 
undergo evaluation as part of the NEPA process to identify detailed 
effects of these activities. See Chapter 3: Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences for discussion of general effects 
associated with the No-action Alternative. 

2.4.2 1800 NORTH ALTERNATIVE
This EIS will carry Alternative 5 through for detailed study.  
Alternative 5 will be referred to in the document as the “1800 
North Alternative.” The 1800 North Alternative includes:

•	 Adding capacity to 1800 North
•	 Adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North
•	 Building a new interchange at or near 1800 North

Adding Capacity to 1800 North
The screening process identified the 1800 North Minimization 
Alignment 1 and 1800 North Minimization Alignment 2 
as meriting detailed study because both alignments have a low 
number of Section 4(f) greater than de minimis impacts and relocations (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2).

Adding a Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing on 1800 North
The screening process identified the 1800 North over the Railroad Alternative as meriting detailed study 
because the alternative has no relocations associated with a bypass track, is acceptable to UPRR and UTA, has 
no groundwater impacts, and has low MOT impacts.

New Interchange at or near 1800 North
The screening process identified Interchange Alternative 5A, Interchange Alternative 8A, and Interchange 
Alternative 8D as meriting detailed study. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 5A - This interchange alternative would build an interchange (Diamond, 
SPUI, etc) on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift I-15 east to provide adequate separation between 
Main Street and the I-15 ramps (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 5A was 
selected for detailed study because of the low number of environmental impacts.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8A - This interchange alternative would build an interchange on I-15 
at 1800 North and would provide flyover ramps to the east side of I-15 (see Chapter 2 Figures in 
Volume 2). Interchange Alternative 8A was selected for detailed study because of the low number of 
environmental impacts.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8D - This interchange alternative would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide flyover ramps to the east side of I-15. The directional flyover ramps would be 
shifted to the south to avoid the Army rail shop (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2). This alternative 
would include improvements to keep the Army rail shop operational. Interchange Alternative 8D was 
selected for detailed study because of the low number of environmental impacts.

W H AT  I S  “ D E TA I L E D 
S T U D Y ” ?

The probable beneficial and adverse 
social, economic, and environmental 
effects of alternatives selected for 
“detailed study” will be analyzed in 
Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences.

W H Y  W A S  T H E  N O - A C T I O N 
A LT E R N AT I V E  S E L E C T E D 
F O R  D E TA I L E D  S T U D Y ?

The No-action Alternative satisfies 
the NEPA “No-action” requirement 
and provides a baseline to compare 
impacts of build alternatives.
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1800 North Alternative Configurations
There are six different configurations of the 1800 North Alternative (see Table 2-7 and Chapter 3 Figures in 
Volume 2). Each combination was assigned a name (1800 North Alternatives A through F) to make it easier to 
differentiate between the six configurations. This EIS analyzes all six configurations.

Table 2-7 1800 North Alternative Configurations

1800  North Alternative Adding Capacity to 1800 
North

New Interchange 
at 1800 North

Grade-Separated 
Railroad Crossing

1800 North Alternative A Minimization Alignment 1
Interchange 

Alternative 5A
1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative B Minimization Alignment 1
Interchange 

Alternative 8A
1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative C Minimization Alignment 1
Interchange 

Alternative 8D
1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative D Minimization Alignment 2
Interchange 

Alternative 5A
1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative E Minimization Alignment 2
Interchange 

Alternative 8A
1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative F Minimization Alignment 2
Interchange 

Alternative 8D
1800 North over RR

2 . 5  I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  O F  T H E  P R E F E R R E D  A L T E R N A T I V E  

UDOT has identified 1800 North Alternative F as the alternative which best meets the purpose and need and 
includes measures to minimize impacts to environmental resources; therefore, UDOT has selected 1800 North 
Alternative F as their Preferred Alternative.

2.5.1 FISCAL CONSTRAINT
The elements of the Preferred Alternative (widening 1800 North, grade-separation at the Union Pacific/
FrontRunner Railroad crossing, and a new interchange on I-15 at 1800 North) are identified on the WFRC’s 
2040 RTP, a fiscally-constrained plan.

2.5.2 OPERATIONS AND SAFETY ANALYSIS
FHWA is required to approve all new access or changes in Interstate access points pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 111. 
The new interchange on I-15 at 1800 North that would be constructed as part of 1800 North Alternative F 
was analyzed in a conceptual Interstate Access Change Request (IACR). The conceptual IACR concluded that 
the proposed change in access would not have a significant adverse impact on the safety and operation of the 
interstate facility. Overall, the proposed interchange associated with 1800 North Alternative F would improve 
traffic operations on the interstate facility when compared to the No-action Alternative. Segment density 
and speeds would improve, and congestion would be reduced (see Table 2-8 below for a network efficiency 
comparison).

Table 2-8 2040 PM Network Efficiency Comparison for Interstate Facility

Alternative Total Travel Time Total Delay Time

No-action Alternative (2040 PM) 2645.5 hours 1862.3 hours

1800 North Alternative F (2040 PM) 1889.8 hours 812.5 hours

Under the No-action Alternative, the heavy congestion at the 5600 South and 650 North interchanges causes 
long queues to form on the I-15 mainline. Mainline speeds approaching these interchanges are well below the 
45 mph minimum speed for an interstate facility. Constructing the interchange associated with the 1800 North 
Alternative F would improve the speed on the interstate facility (see Table 2-9). 
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Table 2-9 2040 PM Northbound Mainline Speed Comparison

Alternative
NB Mainline Approach 

to 650 North 
Interchange Speed

NB Mainline Approach 
to 5600 South 

Interchange Speed

No-action Alternative (2040 PM) 15.3 mph 21.5 mph

1800 North Alternative F (2040 PM) 66.1 mph 67.4 mph

Improving the speeds on the I-15 mainline would contribute to safer conditions because there would be less 
stopping on the mainline and fewer rear-end crashes.

The addition of an interchange at 1800 North improves overall I-15 operations in the study area by distributing 
traffic more evenly over three points of access (the 650 North Interchange, the 1800 North Interchange, and 
the 5600 South Interchange). The new interchange at 1800 North will reduce freeway congestion and maintain 
minimum freeway speeds. See the conceptual IACR for more detail.
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3 . 1  I N T R O D U C T I O N
 

3.1.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Existing conditions were identified based on literature and data file searches; coordination with local, state, and 
federal agency personnel; and field investigations. See the List of Technical Reports in Appendix A. Additional 
details relating to the technical research performed in the preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), which are not fully discussed in this document, are included in the project records.

3.1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires 
consideration of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts plus 
measures to mitigate the impacts. These impacts are described 
and generally illustrated as follows (see Figure 3-1):

•	 Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at 
the same time and place (40 CFR §1508.8). These are 
discussed in each resource area subsection.

•	 Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are 
later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR §1508.8). Indirect effects 
are generally not quantifiable but can be reasonably 
predicted to occur. These impacts are described in each 
resource area subsection.

•	 Cumulative impacts are the impacts to the environment 
which result from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions (40 CFR §1508.7). These are 
addressed in Section 3.25 of this chapter.

3.1.3 STUDY AREA
The study area, for the purposes of this chapter, is defined as 
the project limits of potential disturbance from Alternatives 
A through F and the land immediately adjacent. For individual 
resources the study area varies, depending upon individual 
resource characteristics. Unless otherwise noted the study area 
for each resource is the study area defined above.

 

C H A P T E R  3 :  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S 

DIRECT IMPACTS

Several acres of farmland are removed in order to make room 
for construction of a new road.  

INDIRECT IMPACTS

As a result of improved access, a commercial development 
replaces much of the farmland along the corridor a few years 
after the construction of the new road.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The combined impacts of construction of the new road, 
construction and planned construction of other roadway 
projects, and private development transforms this rural, agricul-
tural town into an urban, commercial center.  

Figure 3-1 Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative 
Impacts
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3 . 2  L A N D  U S E
 

Zoning maps and general plans (land use master plans) are used to show current and planned land uses within 
each municipality. Zoning maps are used to show how the land within each municipality is currently zoned, 
while general plans are used to show proposed future land uses. Local governments develop these maps and 
plans and use them to identify community goals and priorities, and to assist in decision-making procedures. 

3.2.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
The current land use was determined based on zoning maps, aerial photography, and field visits. Generally, the 
current land use of the 1800 North study corridor is mostly residential, with some commercial uses primarily 
at Main Street, 1000 West, and 2000 West. There are four parks along 1800 North, two churches, and one 
school.

Existing and Future Land Use Plans
Clinton City
The Clinton City portion of the study area is adjacent to 1800 North and extends west through the 2000 West 
intersection and east to the City limits. 

Zoning
The current zoning map for Clinton City (last updated on April 8 2008) shows that Clinton City is zoned 
mostly residential, with commercial zoning adjacent to 2000 West and at the intersection of 1800 North/1000 
West. There is a small pocket of land zoned as light manufacturing just south of 1300 North. Land zoned as 
agricultural is mostly located on the west side of Clinton, with small pockets scattered through the city.

In the study area, the current zoning map shows that most of the 1800 North study corridor is zoned as 
residential, with commercial zoning at the intersections of 1800 North/2000 West and 1800 North/1000 West 
(see Figure 3-2 and Zoning Map in Appendix A).

General Plan
The Clinton City Land Use Master Plan, last updated April 2012, indicates that most of the city will remain 
residential, with some residential property being converted to commercial on the north side of 1800 North and 
along 2000 West. The western portion of Clinton will remain agricultural; however, the pockets of currently 
zoned agricultural land scattered throughout the city will be converted to residential land use.

In the study area, most of the residential property on the north side of 1800 North will be converted to 
commercial zoning. On the south side of 1800 North, residential zoning will remain in place with the exception 
of the area between 1000 West and approximately 670 West, which will be converted to commercial zoning 
(see Figure 3-3).

Sunset City
The Sunset City portion of the study area is adjacent to 1800 North from the city boundary on the west and 
extends east past I-15 and onto Hill Air Force Base property. At Main Street the study area extends north and 
south along this corridor for approximately 400 feet in each direction. Sunset City (west of I-15) is completely 
built-out with mostly residential uses.

Zoning
The current zoning map for Sunset City shows that Sunset is zoned mostly residential with commercial zoning 
along 1800 North, Main Street,1300 North, and east of Interstate 15 (I-15). The 1800 North study area is zoned 
for commercial use between the Sunset City/Clinton City border and east past I-15 and onto Hill Air Force Base. 
Commercial zoning is also designated on the west side of Main Street and east of I-15 (see Figure 3-2).

General Plan
The General Plan for Sunset City is the same as the current zoning. The Sunset City General Plan (adopted 
December 2008) shows the 1800 North study area designated as High Intensity Commercial Corridor. The 
General Plan reads:
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Figure 3-2 Current Zoning in Study Area
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Figure 3-3 Planned Land Uses in Study Area
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“1800 North should be developed as a High Intensity Commercial Corridor. This corridor would be 
the ideal location to direct larger scale retail development and higher density office development. 
It would allow the City to take advantage of the anticipated increase in retail traffic that will be 
generated from the Hill Air Force Base Development and also the increased commuter traffic 
utilizing the transportation improvements.”

Hill Air Force Base/Falcon Hill
The far east end of the study area includes land owned by the Air Force, but has been designated as a part of 
the 550 acre Falcon Hill development.

Zoning and General Plan 
Because this land has been designated as a part of the Falcon Hill development, the current zoning and general 
plan are the same. On the east side of I-15, the Falcon Hill Master Plan includes several types of commercial 
development (i.e., business office space, retail, and restaurant), as well as some park areas. The plan also 
identified a road and an interchange in the study area that connects to a planned roadway network to access 
the full site.
 
Open Space, Parks, and Recreation Facilities
Existing and Planned Parks 
There area four existing parks within the study area and a conceptually planned park in Falcon Hill (see Figure 
3-5). 

Interstate

Existing Freeway Interchange

Proposed Freeway Interchange

Dashed lines represent roads of
varying widths

LEGEND

E x i s t i n g  5 6 0 0
S o u t h  I n t e r c h a n g e

E x i s t i n g  6 5 0
N o r t h  I n t e r c h a n g e

P r o p o s e d  1 8 0 0
N o r t h  I n t e r c h a n g e

Figure 3-4 Falcon Hill Master Plan 
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Figure 3-5 Parks in the Study Area
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Powerline Park (Clinton City) 
This park is located on the south side of 1800 North in Clinton, immediately east of the Clinton City Public 
Works facility. As its name indicates, this park is below large powerlines running north and south. Parking and 
primary access is from 1750 West. The park is approximately 11 acres and includes a skateboard facility, BMX 
bike course, playground equipment, and a quarter-mile walking track.

Veteran’s Park (Clinton City) 
This park is located on the southwest corner of 1800 North and 1000 West. It includes land owned by Davis 
County School District and the City. Through a cooperative understanding the Clinton Elementary school’s 
playground equipment, baseball/softball diamonds, and parking lot are available for general public use. The 
City-owned land is approximately 2-acres and includes restrooms, picnic areas, and a bowery. 

Shady Grove Park (Clinton City)
This park is located on the southeast corner of 1800 North and 1000 West. It serves as a detention basin, but 
does have a walking path and is designated a park by Clinton City who own and maintain the grounds.  

Central Park (Sunset City) 
This park is located on 1800 North adjacent to the Sunset City Fire Department. This park includes two tennis 
courts, two basketball areas, a sand volleyball area, a bowery with picnic tables and a grill, a sand play area 
with swings and slides, and a restroom located to the east of the park. There are two softball diamonds, with 
a two-story building located between them. This building houses a restroom, food concession stand, and an 
observation area on the top floor.

Planned Park (Falcon Hill)
The Falcon Hill Land Use Master Plan shows a planned 6-acre park to be conceptually located on the southwest 
corner of where 1800 North could terminate with the planned frontage road for the Falcon Hill development.  

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
Central Park in Sunset City (2583 North Main Street) qualifies for protection under Section 6(f) of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA). LWCFA prohibits the use of property acquired or developed with 
assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to anything other than public outdoor recreation 
uses. If conversion of LWCF land is required, other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and 
of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location must be substituted. 

3.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Direct Impacts
The No-action Alternative would not directly change any of the land uses within the study area, including any 
of the existing or planned parks and would not require conversion of LWCFA land. 

Indirect Impacts
Under the No-action Alternative, residential and commercial land uses adjacent in the study area would most 
likely continue to undergo planned land use changes. 

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Land Use
Alternatives A through F would convert property zoned residential, commercial, and land identified as Falcon 
Hill to roadway use (see Table 3-1).
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Table 3-1 Property Conversion

Alternative Residential (Acres) Commercial (Acres) Falcon Hill (Acres) Total (Acres)

Alternative A 7.6 10.1 28.6 46.3

Alternative B 7.6 10.1 10.9 28.6

Alternative C 7.6 10.1 8.0 25.7

Alternative D 7.6 10.2 28.6 46.4

Alternative E 7.6 10.2 10.9 28.7

Alternative F 7.6 10.9 8.2 26.7

Alternatives A through F are consistent with the zoning and land use plans of Clinton, Sunset, and Falcon Hill.

Open Space, Parks, and Recreation Facilities
Table 3-2 shows the impact to parks in the study area as a result of Alternatives A through F.

Table 3-2 Impacts to Parks as a result of Alternatives A through F

Resource Alternative Description of impact

Powerline Park 
(11-acres)

A through F Widening 1800 North would require a 19-ft strip acquisition (0.07-acres)

Veteran’s Park 
(12-acres)

A through F Widening 1800 North would require an 18-ft strip acquisition (0.08-acres)

Shady Grove Park 
(1.2-acres)

A through F Widening 1800 North would require a 6.2-ft strip acquisition (0.03-acres)

Central Park 
(6.3-acres)

A through C No impact

D Widening 1800 North to the south would require an 80-ft strip acquisition (0.60-acres)

E Widening 1800 North to the south would require an 80-ft strip acquisition (0.60-acres)

F Widening 1800 North to the south would require a 80-ft strip acquisition (0.68-acres)

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
Central Park in Sunset City (2583 North Main Street) qualifies for protection under Section 6(f) of the LWCFA. 
Approximately 0.6-acres of LWCF land would be converted to roadway use under Alternatives D through F. 
If conversion of LWCF land is required, other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of 
reasonably equivalent usefulness and location must be substituted.

Indirect Impacts
Alternatives A through F are consistent with planned land uses in Clinton City, Sunset City, and the proposed 
Falcon Hill development. It is difficult to predict or foresee potential indirect impacts that may occur because of 
the size and magnitude of Alternatives A through F; however, it is reasonable to assume that a widened 1800 
North corridor and a new interchange with I-15 would cause future growth and commercialization within and 
near the study area, in accordance with Clinton City, Sunset City, and Falcon Hill development plans.

The potential impacts associated with the Falcon Hill development have been included in the West Side 
Development Enhanced Use Lease, Hill Air Force Base, Environmental Assessment (EA), prepared by the Air 
Force. The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed on July 14, 2008. 

The Falcon Hill Master Plan assumes that an interchange with 1800 North would be constructed. An interchange 
would not necessarily change the type of development that would occur within Falcon Hill because of the strict 
mandates that govern this development, but it may change the time-frame of development. A new interchange 
at 1800 North may accelerate the development that would likely occur within Falcon Hill at or near the new 
interchange.
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Alternatives A through C would require approximately 2.1 acres of property from the north side of 1800 North 
between 300 West and Main Street. This property is currently zoned commercial about two parcels deep 
(200-ft). Selection of Alternatives A through C in this area would require an 80-ft strip from these north-side 
properties. Converting this property to roadway use would limit Sunset City’s ability to accommodate the 
planned commercial district along 1800 North without additional commercial zoning.

Alternatives D through F would require approximately 2.5 acres of property from the south side of 1800 North 
between 300 West and Main Street. However, on the south side, the parcels are much deeper (between 
300-ft and 500-ft) and converting this property to roadway use would likely not limit Sunset City’s ability to 
accommodate the planned commercial district.

Mitigation
To mitigate the conversion of land at the LWCFA property (Central Park) as a result of Alternatives D through 
F, other recreational properties of equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location 
will be substituted. There are five residential properties on the south side of 1800 North between 250 West and 
Central Park that would require relocation as a result of Alternatives D through F. The remaining land on these 
properties could be converted to recreational use in accordance with Section 6(f) of the LWCFA. UDOT will 
coordinate with the State Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant Coordinator to determine the appropriate 
conversion.
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3 . 3  F A R M L A N D S
 

Farmland Protection Policy Act 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) was enacted in 1981. It is intended to “minimize the extent to which 
federal activities contribute to the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use.” The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is responsible for overseeing compliance with the 
FPPA. 

Within the study area, federal agencies must identify any farmland that is considered prime, unique, or of 
statewide importance. The NRCS does not make any determinations of farmland that is already committed to 
urban development within city limits.

Agricultural Protection Areas
In the Utah Code Annotated (UCA), Title 17, Chapter 41, the State of Utah allows for the formation 
of Agricultural Protection Areas (APAs). APAs cannot be condemned for highway purposes unless: (1) the 
landowner requests the removal of the designation, or (2) the applicable legislative body (that is, the legislative 
body of the county, city, or town in which the agriculture protection zone is located) and the advisory board 
approve the condemnation, provided that “there is no reasonable and prudent alternative to the use of the land 
within the agriculture protection area for the project.”

3.3.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
The study area is within the limits of Clinton City, Sunset City, and Hill Air Force Base; therefore, there are no 
identified prime, unique, or statewide important farmlands within the study area.

Agricultural Protection Areas
There area no lands designated as an APA within the study area.

3.3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not affect farmland. 

Alternatives A through F
Alternatives A through F would not affect farmland. 

Mitigation
No mitigation planned.
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3 . 4  S O C I A L  C O N D I T I O N S
 

A Community Social Assessment was completed for the project study area (see Appendix A). This assessment 
effort was based on the acquisition and analysis of data from several sources. First, community-level data from 
the 2010 census of Population and from the 2006-10 American Community Survey for the Sunset and Clinton 
communities were acquired from the U.S. Census Bureau’s web site (http://factfinder2.census.gov). These data 
provide a general profile of current social and demographic conditions and trends in the broader community 
setting within which the 1800 North study area is situated. 

A second component of the data collection and analysis effort involved administration of self-completion survey 
questionnaires to adult members of residential households in two spatially-distinct portions of the study area: 

•	 “On-corridor” households: This category includes residences located on property parcels that are 
immediately adjacent to the proposed 1800 North project construction corridor. A total of 104 non-
vacant private residences were identified within this “on-corridor” category.  All of the households in 
this category were selected for participation in the survey.

•	 “Nearby off-corridor” households: This category includes private residences located on parcels that 
are not immediately adjacent to the proposed project construction corridor, but are in close proximity 
(located within ¼ mile to the north or south of 1800 North). A total of 356 property addresses within 
these surrounding off-corridor areas were selected through random sampling procedures for possible 
survey participation. Of these, 29 addresses were determined to be either vacant or in non-residential 
use, resulting in an adjusted sample size of 327 households.

Surveys were administered to households included in these two spatially-distinct portions of the study area 
during a two-week period in July 2011 using a personalized drop-off/pick-up methodology. Field workers 
went to each selected residence and, upon successful contact with an adult living in the residence, requested 
participation in the survey by the adult household member whose birthdate had occurred most recently, a 
widely used strategy for randomizing selection of survey participants within households. If that individual was 
not available to participate, response was requested from another adult decision-maker in the household. 
Completed questionnaires were retrieved from 95 of the 104 households enumerated in the on-corridor 
portions of the study area, representing a survey response rate of 91.3%. Responses were obtained from 256 
of the 327 households included in the off-corridor sample, representing a response rate of 78.3%.

3.4.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Community and Neighborhood Social Conditions – 2010 Census Data
Selected social and demographic characteristics of the populations living in Sunset and Clinton cities at the time 
of the 2010 census are summarized in Table 3-3, along with comparison data for Davis County as a whole. 

Table 3-3 Selected Population Characteristics Reported in 2010

Sunset City Clinton City Davis County

Population 5,122 20,426 306,479

Percent non-white 16.7% 11.7% 10%

Percent Hispanic 15.3% 11.3% 8.4%

Percent 65 or older 12.2% 2.8% 4.5%

Percent of families with 
children under age 18

43.9% 56.5% 48.8%

Median household income $49,202 $65,168 $66,866

Percent of persons below 
the poverty level

10.7% 3.3% 5.2%

http://factfinder2.census.gov
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Sunset City
Sunset City has experienced virtually no change in population size over the past decade. At the time of the 2010 
census the city had a population of 5,122, slightly below the 5,204 residents reported for 2000. There are very 
few recently-constructed homes in Sunset, and few undeveloped land parcels that would accommodate new 
residential development. Most of the property parcels located adjacent to 1800 North between Main Street and 
500 West are in residential use, and most residences located in corridor-adjacent areas and in neighborhoods 
located immediately north or south of the 1800 North corridor are at least several decades old. 

At the time of the 2010 U.S. census, Sunset City exhibited a relatively high level of racial and ethnic diversity 
compared to that observed for Davis County as a whole: 16.7% of the city’s residents were classified as non-
white or of mixed race and 15.3% were classified as Hispanic, compared to 10% and 8.4% of county residents 
classified as non-white and Hispanic, respectively. In 2010 12.2% of Sunset residents were age 65 or older, 
compared to just 4.5% of Davis County residents. Household income levels in Sunset are lower overall than 
is the case countywide – the estimated median household income (as derived from the American Community 
Survey) for Sunset was $49,202, compared to $66,866 for Davis County (in 2010 dollars). In addition, the five-
year estimate of the percentage of families with income levels falling below the federally-designated poverty 
level (derived from the 2006-2010 American Family Survey) was 10.7% for Sunset city, considerably higher 
than the 5.2% estimated for Davis County overall (see Table 3-3).

Clinton City 
Clinton City has experienced substantial new residential development and population growth. Between 2000 
and 2010 the city’s population increased from 12,585 to 20,426 residents, a 62.3% increase. While most on-
corridor households are at least several decades old, areas of newer residential development are evident in 
some surrounding neighborhoods, particularly those located in western portions of the study area between 
1500 West and 2000 West. Some portions of the 1800 North corridor located in Clinton, particularly those 
lying between approximately 500 West and 800 West and between approximately 1150 West and 1350 West, 
are still characterized by primarily residential land uses. Other portions of the study corridor, particularly those 
located near the intersections of 1800 North with 1000 West and 1500 West along with areas located between 
1500 West and 2000 West, are characterized by more extensive commercial development, though in some of 
these areas newer commercial facilities are interspersed with properties that remain in residential use.

A review of census data also reveals that the population of Clinton City is somewhat less diverse racially and 
ethnically than is the case in Sunset, though the city’s population is more diverse than is the case for Davis 
County as a whole. At the time of the 2010 census 11.7% of Clinton residents were classified as non-white 
or of mixed race, and 11.3% were classified as Hispanic. Only 2.8% of Clinton residents were age 65 and 
older, a considerably smaller percentage than that observed for Sunset or for Davis County. Estimated median 
household income in Clinton (derived from the American Community Survey) was $65,168, much higher than 
that observed for Sunset. The American Family Survey five-year estimate of the percentage of families with 
incomes below the poverty threshold was 3.3% for Clinton, considerably below the percentage reported for 
Sunset and also lower than that reported for Davis County overall (see Table 3-3). 

Community and Neighborhood Social Conditions – Community Social Survey
Additional documentation of social conditions among residents of households located within designated 
portions of the study area is provided by results from the community social survey. In addition to detailing 
selected demographic characteristics of residents several major aspects of local social organization are explored 
using these survey data, including neighborhood social integration and community cohesion, neighborhood 
interaction patterns, and patterns of use and activity on roadways that might be altered or affected by proposed 
project activities. 

Resident and Household Characteristics
Several questions were included in the survey questionnaire to assess the socio-demographic characteristics of 
residents and households in the two designated study area segments. Table 3-4 presents an overview of all of 
the social and demographic characteristics in the study area.



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 1 1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Table 3-4 Social and Demographic Characteristics of On-Corridor and Nearby Off-Corridor Households

On-Corridor Households Off-Corridor Households

Households with one or two 
occupants

40.9% 36.3%

Households with at least one 
occupant age 65 or older

17.9% 21.0%

Households with at least one child age 
18 or younger

57.6% 62.9%

Respondent identified as Hispanic 7.5% 10.7%

Other household member(s) identified 
as Hispanic

8.6% 10.7%

Respondent identified as non-white 6.6% 8.3%

Other household members(s) 
identified as non-white

8.4% 8.2%

Annual household income below 
$50,000

60.4% 48.2%

Annual household income above 
$100,000

5.5% 10.2%

Households classified as below 
poverty threshold

6.6% 7.5%

The presence of households that included only one or two individuals was slightly higher (40.9%) in the “on-
corridor” portions of the study area than was the case in the nearby “off-corridor” (36.3%) areas located to 
the north and south. The percentage of on-corridor households in which one or more residents was reported 
to be age 65 or older was slightly lower (17.9%) than was the case for off-corridor households (21%). The 
presence of children under the age of 18 in the household was reported by a slightly lower percentage of 
survey participants living in on-corridor locations (57.6%) than was the case among those in off-corridor areas 
(62.9%). 

Only modest differences are evident across the two study area segments when we turn attention to survey 
responses that pertain to ethnicity and race; however, compared to estimates derived from U.S. census data, 
they suggest that the presence of residents who are of Hispanic origin or members of a racial minority group 
is somewhat lower in both the on-corridor and nearby off-corridor areas surrounding the 1800 North corridor 
than is the case for the cities of Sunset and Clinton overall. 

Survey data indicate that annual income levels tend to be somewhat lower for on-corridor households than is 
the case in nearby off-corridor neighborhoods or the broader community area. However, for both on-corridor 
and off-corridor areas the median household income levels as estimated using these survey data are similar to 
those derived from census data for Sunset City, but lower than those reported for Clinton or for Davis County 
as a whole.  

Finally, the presence of households falling below the federally-designated poverty level (adjusted for household 
size) in the on-corridor portions of the study area is 6.6% of households responding to the survey questions and 
in the off-corridor areas is 7.5% of responding households. The percentages of households classified as falling 
below the poverty threshold are higher in both portions of the study area than is the case for Davis County as a 
whole and also higher than the percentage estimated using data from the American Family Survey for Clinton, 
they are lower than that estimated for Sunset. In addition, it is worth noting that the six on-corridor households 
classified as falling below the poverty threshold are not spatially concentrated within any particular portion 
of the 1800 North study area – three of these below-poverty households are located on the north side of the 
corridor and three on the south side; three are located along the portion of 1800 North located in Sunset, and 
three in Clinton. 
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Neighborhood Social Integration and Cohesion
Several questions included in the survey questionnaire 
measured various aspects of social integration and 
cohesion in the study area. These questions focus on 
levels of interaction among residents and the strength 
of residents’ attachment to their neighborhoods. This 
information provides an important benchmark for 
evaluating the extent to which disruptive social effects 
might accompany relocations or other changes that 
could occur with implementation of Alternatives A 
through F.

Respondents were first asked to indicate how long 
they had lived in their current home in the study area. 
Inclusion of this question is based on a well-documented 
tendency for longer-term residents to exhibit higher 
levels of social attachment and integration into neighborhood and community life than is the case among those 
who have lived in a neighborhood or community for shorter periods. Survey results indicate that the proportion 
of residents who have lived in their current home for more than 10 years is similar among those residing on-
corridor (41.2%) and those who live in nearby off-corridor neighborhoods (39.2%). 

Overall, the data produced by this question indicate that the study area is characterized by relatively stable 
neighborhoods, with a majority of both on-corridor and off-corridor respondents having lived in their current 
homes for between 3 and 20 years. 

A second item in this portion of the questionnaire asked 
respondents to indicate if they own the home they are 
living in. In both, on-corridor and off-corridor portions 
of the study area, more than 80% of respondents said 
they own or are buying their home. 

This relatively high percentage of owner-occupied homes 
is consistent with data on home tenure arrangements 
reported in the 2010 census for Sunset and Clinton, 
and reinforces the observation that the study area is not 
characterized by the higher levels of residential turnover 
that tend to be observed in areas characterized by more 
extensive home rental patterns.

Respondents were next asked to indicate how many 
adults living in the ten houses located nearest to 
their own they know on a first-name basis. A higher 
proportion of residents living in the off-corridor portion 
of the study area (31.5%) reported knowing ten or 
more of their adult neighbors than was the case among 
respondents living in on-corridor homes (21.1%). 
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Know Fewer than 3 of their Adult NeighborsConversely, over one-third (34.7%) of those living in 
on-corridor residences said they know nobody or only 
one or two adults from the ten homes located nearest 
to theirs, compared to just 18.9% of respondents 
living in off-corridor neighborhoods.  Clearly, levels of 
acquaintanceship among neighbors are lower in the on-
corridor portion of the study area than is the case in 
immediately surrounding neighborhoods.

In addition, survey participants were asked to indicate 
how many of their closest personal friends live within 
their neighborhood (e.g., within a 2 to 3 block distance 
from their home). In both the on-corridor (44.2%) 
and off-corridor (47.1%) portions of the study area, 
respondents were most likely to indicate that they had no 
close personal friends living in the local neighborhood.

Approximately one in ten respondents living in on-
corridor residences (10.5%) and fewer than one in 
twenty respondents living in off-corridor areas (4.7%) 
said they had more than 10 close personal friends living 
in their local neighborhood. 
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While most respondents living in both on-corridor and 
off-corridor areas said they do not have adult relatives 
living within 2-3 blocks of their home, it is noteworthy 
that nearly one-third of on-corridor respondents (31.6%) 
said they do have relatives living in such close proximity.

Respondents were next asked how often they visit or 
get together with any of their neighbors for informal 
social activities like playing cards, cookouts, or having 
dinner together. The percentage of individuals saying 
they “never or almost never” engage in these types of 
neighboring activities was similar in both the on-corridor 
portions of the study area (34.7%) and off-corridor 
areas (36.1%). 

Among those living in homes immediately adjacent 
to the project corridor, a substantial majority (67.7%) 
of respondents said they “never or almost never” 
engage in such socializing with neighbors who live on 
the opposite side of 1800 North. This result indicates 
that the roadway as currently configured does serve as 
a substantial barrier to interaction involving study area 
residents who live on opposite sides of the street. 

Another dimension of neighborhood interaction and 
activity was addressed with a question asking respondents 
how often they get out in their neighborhood for a 
walk, jog or bicycle ride that takes them farther than 
one block from their home. This activity is considerably 
more common among residents living in off-corridor 
portions of the study area than is the case among those 
living in residences that immediately adjoin the 1800 
North road corridor. Two-thirds (66.7%) of off-corridor 
respondents, and nearly one-half (48.4%) of on-corridor 
respondents, said they walk, jog or bicycle in their local 
neighborhoods either several times a month or once a 
week or more. 
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Overall, most respondent’s on-corridor and off-corridor 
indicated that they are not likely to move away from 
their current homes within the next two to three years. 
Respondents were also asked how sorry or pleased they 
would be to move away from their neighborhoods if 
they had to leave for some reason. Respondents living 
in both on-corridor (36.6%) and off-corridor (41.2%) 
portions of the study area were most likely to say they 
would be “very sorry to leave” their neighborhood. At 
the same time, those whose properties are immediately 
adjacent to 1800 North were considerably more likely 
to say they would be either somewhat pleased or 
very pleased to move away (20.4%) than were survey 
participants living in off-corridor locations (4.7%).

Overall, responses to this series of questions provide mixed evidence regarding the levels of social cohesion 
and neighborhood integration that exist among residents of the study area. Those whose homes are located 
in areas immediately adjacent to the 1800 North road corridor appear somewhat less likely than those living in 
surrounding off-corridor neighborhoods to know their nearby neighbors, and are less likely to get out in their 
neighborhoods to walk, jog or bicycle on a regular basis. They are also somewhat less likely than those living 
in off-corridor areas to say they would be sorry to move away from their neighborhoods. At the same time, 
residents of both on-corridor and off-corridor portions of the study area exhibit similarities in terms of being 
relatively well-established with respect to length of residence in their current homes and reporting high home 
ownership levels, and in expressing a preference to continue living where they currently reside. Residents of on-
corridor and off-corridor areas are also similar in reporting relatively few close personal friends located in their 
local neighborhoods, and saying that they do not socialize frequently with neighbors. Taken as a whole, survey 
responses do not reveal an especially high level of localized social interaction, social cohesion, or neighborhood 
involvement in either the on-corridor or off-corridor portions of the study area.

Resident Travel Patterns and Traffic Conditions
Several survey questions were designed to assess area residents’ travel patterns and experiences in and around 
their community, and their views about current traffic conditions and problems in the area.

Travel to work patterns
The first question in this portion of the survey asked respondents to provide information on their normal travel 
patterns when going to and from work. Approximately one-fifth of respondents in both on-corridor and off-
corridor areas indicated that they are not currently employed, and consequently do not travel to work. At the 
same time, most survey participants reported work-related travel patterns that normally take them beyond the 
localized Sunset/Clinton community area. Six out of ten residents in both the on-corridor and off-corridor areas 
said they drive five miles or more one-way to work, with at least one in three saying their one-way driving 
distance is greater than 10 miles.

Use of 1800 North 
The next set of questions asked survey participants about their experiences driving and engaging in other 
activities on portions of 1800 North located between Main Street and 2000 West. A large majority of 
respondents indicated that they or members of their households drive daily or nearly every day on this roadway 
(80.9% of on-corridor residents and 78.5% of those living in off-corridor areas). Although substantially lower 
proportions of respondents said they or other household members walk, jog or bike along or across 1800 
North on a regular basis, over one-third of those in both the on-corridor (38.3%) and off-corridor (34.4%) 
areas said such use does occur on either a daily basis or at least several times weekly. And nearly four out of ten 
respondents living in on-corridor residences (39.4%) and over one-fourth of those in off-corridor areas (27.6%) 
said that a child or children living in their household walks or bikes across 1800 North when going to or from 
school. Clearly, the 1800 North roadway is regularly utilized in a variety of ways both by those living in homes 
immediately adjacent to the road corridor and those who live in surrounding nearby neighborhoods.
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Resident opinion about 1800 North
Survey participants were also asked to evaluate the severity of problems with traffic congestion and delays 
on 1800 North. The most common response among on-corridor residents (40.4%) was that they perceive 
“moderate” problems with traffic congestion on this roadway, while nearly one in three (29.8%) perceive 
congestion and delay to be “serious.” Off-corridor respondents were also most likely to say that traffic 
congestion and delays on 1800 North are causing “moderate” problems (46.1%), but considerably less likely 
than those living on-corridor to perceive such problems as “serious” (15.4%).  Given the high levels of use of 
this roadway by both on-corridor and off-corridor respondents, it is not surprising that very few (4.3% of on-
corridor and 7.5% of off-corridor respondents) said there are “no congestion problems at all” on 1800 North.

Travel to and beyond I-15
The final set of questions in this series asked respondents to report on the frequency with which they or 
members of their household drive on I-15 or to areas east of the I-15 corridor, and their experiences with traffic 
delays and congestion when they do so. Most respondents living in both on-corridor and off-corridor areas 
reported that they or other household members regularly drive on I-15 to access areas located north or south of 
the study area; the most common response among both respondent groups was that such use occurs “daily or 
almost every day” (50.5% of on-corridor and 58.3% of off-corridor responses). In addition, most respondents 
also reported regular driving by themselves or other household members to areas like Roy or Hill Air Force Base 
located east of I-15, with 40% of on-corridor residents and 36.7% of those from off-corridor areas saying such 
drives occur daily or almost daily. 

When asked about the extent to which they experience traffic delays and congestion when driving from their 
neighborhood to I-15 or to areas east of I-15, respondents were most likely to report “moderate” delay and 
congestion problems (45.3% of on-corridor and 44.3% off-corridor). 

3.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Direct Impacts
A decision to adopt the No-action Alternative would leave existing social conditions and trends in the study area 
intact. Future residential and commercial development in the Clinton/Sunset study area and nearby portions 
of western Davis and Weber counties would contribute to further increases in traffic volume on 1800 North 
and other area roadways used to access I-15, Hill Air Force Base, and areas east of the I-15 corridor. Problems 
with traffic congestion and traffic safety would inevitably increase, particularly during peak flow periods and 
when passing trains stop the flow of traffic on 1800 North. Area residents as well as others who drive into and 
through the area would experience continued frustration associated with high traffic volumes and congestion 
on 1800 North and other routes used to travel within and beyond the study area. The already high levels of 
concern and dissatisfaction that many area residents express regarding such conditions would almost certainly 
increase as traffic volume continues to expand and problems associated with congestion and transportation 
safety increase. Responses to a question included in the community survey asking participants to identify 
what they would consider to be negative outcomes associated with a decision to not pursue the proposed 
transportation improvements clearly reflect such concerns. Two-thirds of both on-corridor respondents and 
those living in nearby off-corridor neighborhoods volunteered responses indicating concern that such a decision 
would fail to address current and future traffic congestion problems in the area. As these conditions become 
more problematic, increasing numbers of residents living immediately adjacent to or in close proximity to 1800 
North could be expected to relocate. Should that occur, a resulting rise in residential turnover, would over time 
contribute to lower levels of familiarity and acquaintanceship among neighbors and a gradual decline in social 
cohesion in the neighborhoods immediately proximate to 1800 North. 

At the same time, implementation of the No-action Alternative would avoid the more sudden disruptions 
associated with the substantial number of residential relocations that would accompany reconstruction of 
the 1800 North corridor. Such relocations, particularly when they involve large numbers of households, 
have considerable potential to adversely affect localized social ties and levels of social cohesion in affected 
neighborhoods; such effects would not occur under the No-action Alternative. In addition, corridor-adjacent 
residents whose homes would need to be removed under any of the construction alternatives would not 
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experience the individual and household-level social and economic stresses that frequently accompany forced 
relocation, and those who wish to remain in their current homes could do so into the foreseeable future.

In addition, a decision to not pursue the proposed reconstruction of 1800 North or the proposed I-15 
interchange would at least temporarily alleviate concerns expressed by some residents about construction-
related traffic delays and disruptions, alteration of existing neighborhood conditions in areas located closest to 
project construction areas, relocation of substantial numbers of corridor-adjacent residents, effects on property 
values, and anticipated increases in traffic volume. When asked to identify potential positive consequences of a 
“no build” decision, respondents to the community survey focused most frequently on these areas of concern. 
Among corridor-adjacent residents, the most common responses revolved around the opportunity to avoid 
home removal and forced relocation of people living in the area (38.5% of volunteered responses), prevention 
of disruptive changes to local neighborhoods and families (13.8%), and avoidance of anticipated negative 
effects on property values (7.7%). Among residents of nearby off-corridor areas, responses most frequently 
focused on avoidance of construction-phase disturbance and inconvenience (28.9%), the ability to maintain 
existing neighborhood and community conditions (14.1%), prevention of forced relocations of local residents 
(9.6%), and avoidance of traffic increases expected to result following reconstruction of 1800 North (8.1%).

Despite the fact that many local residents do see some advantages associated with a decision to forego 
reconstruction of 1800 North, most also express concerns and dissatisfaction about current traffic conditions 
and see a need for transportation system improvements in the area. As such, implementation of the No-action 
Alternative would be inconsistent with the expectations and preferences of most residents of the broader study 
area.

Indirect Impacts
The No-action Alternative would indirectly affect social conditions. Future development along the 1800 North 
corridor and in surrounding areas of Falcon Hill, Clinton, West Point, Hooper, and other areas of Davis County 
would contribute to increased traffic flows and growing problems with traffic congestion and delays during 
heavy traffic periods. Residents within the study area would continue to recognize a moderate to serious traffic 
congestion problem being escalated along the roadway. Dissatisfaction with these conditions would increase 
over time because of future increase in traffic volumes. 

Alternatives A, B, and C
Direct Impacts
The configurations of road corridor reconstruction activities and of the proposed railroad overpass along the 
1800 North corridor between Main Street in Sunset and 2000 West in Clinton are identical under Alternatives 
A, B, and C. While these alternatives do differ with respect to the configuration of a proposed new I-15 
interchange at 1800 North, the land use changes associated with each of those interchange configurations 
would not intrude into existing residential neighborhoods or have different consequences for social conditions 
within neighborhoods adjoining or in close proximity to the 1800 North corridor. Because the social effects 
associated with each of these three alternatives would be identical, they are not evaluated separately.

The road reconstruction, railroad overpass construction, and associated transportation system upgrades along 
the 1800 North corridor proposed under these alternatives would require removal of an estimated 51 corridor-
adjacent residences – approximately one-half of those currently present and occupied along the length of the 
corridor. Areas in which removal of residences would be most extensive include the portion of the corridor 
between Main Street and 300 West (where all corridor-adjacent homes located north of the roadway would 
be removed), the segment located between 300 West and 600 West (where all homes on the north side and 
nearly all on the south side would potentially be removed), and the segment between 600 West and 900 West 
(where all homes located on the north side of the corridor would potentially be removed). 

Relocation of these residences is likely to prove disruptive both economically and socially to many of the 
individuals and households that would be affected, for a variety of reasons. Although property owners would 
receive fair market compensation for the values of their homes, some have expressed concern that in the 
current real estate market such compensation would be inadequate. Given that on-corridor residents generally 
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reported more modest household income levels than those living in surrounding portions of the study area, 
some displaced homeowners as well as renters could find it difficult to locate alternative housing at equivalent 
or affordable cost, particularly in areas where they would prefer to live. Some would also likely find it difficult 
to afford the financial costs associated with moving, or to grapple with the variety of individual and family-level 
financial and psychological stress effects that research has shown to be associated with relocation. 

In addition, even though overall social cohesion does not appear to be unusually strong among residents 
of corridor-adjacent portions of the study area, some do report substantial ties with neighbors and strong 
attachments to their neighborhoods. Many have lived in their current homes for an extended period of time, 
a factor contributing to patterns of attachment and localized social ties that would make it more difficult to 
accept or adjust to a required relocation. The relocation of many households throughout the study corridor 
would undoubtedly impact neighborhood-based social interaction patterns and social integration levels both 
for members of the relocated households and for those neighbors with whom they are most closely engaged. 
In addition, responses to the community social survey suggest that many of those confronted with the need 
to relocate would be unhappy about doing so. While some on-corridor residents did indicate a preference for 
relocation, most (about two-thirds) said they would be sorry to leave their current homes and neighborhoods. 
The requirement to relocate would be especially unsettling and disruptive for those who express a strong 
preference to continue living where they now reside. Those required to relocate would experience a variety of 
individual and family-level disruptions, due to alteration or loss of neighborhood-based social ties as well as 
social interaction patterns linked by residential location to participation in church, school, and other localized 
organizational activities. Although most individuals can be expected to adapt successfully to such relocation 
effects over time, these impacts would be experienced in the short term by nearly all of those affected by 
relocation requirements. Longer-term adaptive difficulties would be more likely to occur among elderly and 
low-income residents affected by relocation, because those populations tend generally to have less access to 
the range of resources and opportunities needed to establish interpersonal and organizational ties that rely less 
heavily on residential location and proximity.

It is conceivable that dissatisfaction, adjustment difficulties, and reduced social cohesion associated with 
residential relocations might be experienced at higher or lower levels within particular localized neighborhoods 
along the study corridor, particularly in those areas where all or most homes would potentially be removed. 
However, data from the community social survey do not clearly indicate that to be the case. When response 
patterns for survey questions pertaining to such issues were compared for groups of on-corridor respondents 
living along various segments of 1800 North, no statistically significant differences were identified. Moreover, 
even where seemingly noteworthy differences between particular localized areas were observed the evidence 
regarding potentially greater or lesser social effects was inconsistent. For example, when compared to other 
localized areas along the study corridor, residents living on the north side of 1800 North in the eastern portions 
of the corridor (Main Street to 500 North) were less likely to know many of their neighbors, and less likely to 
socialize with neighbors. At the same time, residents of that localized area were more likely have a substantial 
number of close friends in the surrounding neighborhoods, and least likely to anticipate positive effects for 
themselves or their families as a result of the proposed road reconstruction. Given this mixed evidence, the 
potential for removal under Alternatives A, B and C of all residences located on the north side of this segment 
of 1800 North would not necessarily cause more negative effects on individual well-being or localized social 
cohesion than would occur with relocation of residences in areas located elsewhere along the study corridor.

Over the long term, on-corridor residents who are not required to relocate would experience substantial changes 
in the environmental conditions that characterize their neighborhoods, due in part to increased proximity of 
the 1800 North roadway and associated infrastructure affecting some residential properties as well as exposure 
to increased traffic volumes and traffic noise. In addition, the proposed use of a raised median along some of 
the reconstructed road corridor would require that those living in on-corridor residences turn only to the right 
when driving away from their homes, and to access their driveways from only the side of the roadway on which 
the home is located when returning. The prospect of having a raised median included as part of the proposed 
reconstruction of 1800 North was identified as a major concern by many on-corridor residents, and represents 
a probable source of ongoing inconvenience and dissatisfaction for those who would continue to live there 
following completion of construction. 
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Residents of nearby off-corridor portions of the study area would experience few if any long-term environmental 
disturbances following the completion of construction activities, due largely to their greater spatial separation from 
the expanded transportation corridor. There is little reason to anticipate substantial changes in social interaction 
or community participation patterns among residents of these surrounding off-corridor neighborhoods, since 
land use changes associated with the project would not intrude into those areas. 

It is projected that traffic would increase with access to I-15 on the west and the new West Davis Corridor 
on the west. 1800 North, as the main east-west roadway in the area, already serves as a barrier between the 
neighborhoods to the north and south of the roadway; the community social survey reported that two-thirds of 
those surveyed seldom if ever engaged in social activities with people living on the opposite side of 1800 North. 
Neighborhood-based levels of familiarity, interaction, and social cohesion are not likely to be affected by the 
presence of a wider and more heavily-utilized 1800 North corridor, since the existing roadway appears already 
to limit familiarity and interaction among those living on opposite sides of the corridor and because it currently 
serves as a boundary separating the LDS church wards that provide a key organizational context for localized 
social interactions and engagement in this area. With the wider street as proposed, and with the projected 
increase in traffic, 1800 North would continue to serve as a barrier and the interaction between neighborhoods 
would probably not change. 

Indirect Impacts
Once project construction activities are completed residents of the study area and surrounding portions of Davis 
and Weber counties would experience reduced frustrations associated with traffic congestion along the 1800 
North corridor, improved ability to access I-15 for travel to areas north and south, and easier access to Hill Air 
Force Base and other areas located east of the I-15 corridor. Such improvements would contribute positively to 
levels of satisfaction among the majority of study area residents, who at present are generally dissatisfied with 
current traffic conditions and travel difficulties involving the 1800 North corridor.

Alternatives D, E, and F
Direct Impacts
As was the case with Alternatives A, B, and C, Alternatives D, E, and F incorporate identical configurations of 
transportation system changes proposed for portions of 1800 North located between Main Street in Sunset 
and 2000 West in Clinton. These three alternatives do differ with respect to configurations for the proposed 
interchange of 1800 North with I-15, but none of those interchange configurations would involve land use 
changes extending into portions of the study area where residential properties and neighborhoods occur. As 
a result Alternatives D, E and F are considered as having indistinguishable social effects, and are therefore 
evaluated jointly rather than separately.

The road reconstruction, railroad overpass construction, and associated transportation system upgrades 
proposed for the 1800 North corridor under these alternatives would require removal of an estimated 42 
corridor-adjacent residences. While this total is slightly lower than the 55 relocations associated with Alternatives 
A, B, and C, it still represents nearly half of the occupied homes currently present along the length of the 
corridor. Areas in which removal of residences would be most extensive include the corridor segment located 
between Main Street and 300 West (where all corridor-adjacent homes south of the roadway and one north 
of the roadway would potentially be removed), the segment located between 300 West and 600 West (where 
all homes on the north side and nearly all on the south side would potentially be removed), and the segment 
between 600 West and 900 West (where all homes located on the north side of the corridor would potentially 
be removed). Road corridor shifts and requirements for relocation of residences and other structures are the 
same under Alternatives D, E, and F as those anticipated under Alternatives A, B, and C in portions of the study 
corridor located west of approximately 600 West. The primary area in which residential relocations would differ 
relative to those projected to occur under Alternatives A, B, and C is the corridor segment located between 
Main Street and 300 West. As noted previously, under Alternatives A, B, and C the road corridor in that area 
would shift to the north, requiring removal of structures on the north side of the existing roadway. In contrast, 
under Alternatives D, E, and F the corridor would shift to the south and primarily require removal of a somewhat 
smaller number of structures located on the south side of the roadway.
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Overall, the social effects of this set of alternatives would be only slightly different from those outlined for 
Alternatives A, B, and C. Slightly fewer households would be affected by relocation. At the same time, removal 
of nearly half of the homes directly adjoining the 1800 North project corridor would be economically and 
socially disruptive to many of the families and individuals confronted with the need to relocate. Economic issues 
of concern to displaced residents include potential disputes and dissatisfaction on the part of some property 
owners regarding the determination of fair market value of their homes, the ability of displaced residents to 
find affordable alternative housing in appropriate or preferred locations, and financial burdens associated with 
the costs of moving and establishing a new place of residence. Individual-level psychological effects as well as 
strains experienced by families confronted by the stressful effects of relocation would in all likelihood affect 
some portion of those required to move. Social interaction patterns and levels of social integration would 
be impacted among both members of relocated households and the broader neighborhoods in which they 
currently reside. A general preference expressed by most on-corridor residents to remain in their current homes 
would contribute to dissatisfaction among many of those confronted by a requirement that they relocate. 
While most of those who relocate are likely to exhibit successful adaptation after an initial period of adjustment 
to new residential areas and differing social interaction opportunities, some would likely experience longer-term 
difficulties in establishing new social ties and the kinds of associations that are central to social integration and 
well-being. 

Although the effects of relocation would be experienced directly by slightly fewer households and individuals 
under this set of alternatives than under Alternatives A, B, and C, the overall effects on neighborhood-
level and community social cohesion would not clearly differ across the two sets of alternatives. In addition, 
since consistent differences in levels of social engagement or community attachment are not evident across 
localized segments of the 1800 North road corridor, the removal of fewer homes accompanying a south shift 
of the roadway between Main Street and 300 West under Alternatives D, E and F would from a social effects 
standpoint not be indisputably preferable to the removal of a slightly larger number of homes under the north 
shift alignment associated with Alternatives A, B, and C. 

Longer-term social effects would also be essentially identical under alternatives D, E, and F as those outlined for 
Alternatives A, B, and C. Many on-corridor residents who do not relocate would experience increased proximity 
of the 1800 North roadway and associated infrastructure, and all would be exposed to increased traffic volumes 
and noise. Use of a raised median, on some areas of the corridor, would create inconvenience and add to 
levels of dissatisfaction among many of those who continue to live along 1800 North. Residents of nearby 
off-corridor portions of the study area would experience few if any long-term environmental disturbances 
following the completion of construction activities, and levels of familiarity, interaction, and social cohesion 
in those areas would be essentially unaffected by expansion and improvements of the 1800 North corridor 
associated with this set of alternatives.

Indirect Impacts
Indirect impacts would be the same as described for Alternatives A, B, and C.

Mitigation
No mitigation is required. 
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3 . 5  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  J U S T I C E
 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and low-
Income Populations, signed by the President on February 11, 1994, directs federal agencies to take the 
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal 
projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent possible 
and permitted by law.

Fundamental Environmental Justice principles include1:

•	 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations  

•	 To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process

•	 To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or substantial delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and 
low-income populations

On June 14, 2012, the Federal Highway Administration issued Order 664023A, FHWA Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, which reaffirm the principles of 
Title VI and related statutes, NEPA, 23 U.S.C. 109(h), and other Federal environmental laws, emphasizing the 
incorporation of those provisions with the environmental and transportation decision-making processes. This 
Order includes the following definitions:

•	 Low-Income means a person whose median household income is at or below the Health and Human 
Services (HHS) poverty guidelines

•	 Minority means a person who is:
•	 Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa
•	 Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent
•	 American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original people 

of North America, South America (including Central America), and who maintains cultural 
identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition; or

•	 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: people having origins in any of the original 
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands

•	 Hispanic/Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race

Low income and minority populations are defined in FHWA Order 6640.23A as follows:

•	 Low-Income Population means readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live in 
geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such 
as migrant workers or Native Americans) who would be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, 
policy, or activity.

•	 Minority Population means any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in geographic 
proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant 
workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or 
activity.

1 www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2000.htm 
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Other regulations related to environmental justice include:

•	 DOT Order 5610.2(a): reaffirms the principles of Title VI and related statutes, NEPA, 23 U.S.C. 109(h), 
and other Federal environmental laws, emphasizing the incorporation of those provisions with the 
environmental and transportation decision-making processes. 

•	 23 CFR 771, FHWA Environmental Impact And Related Procedures: provides the policies and 
procedures for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, and the 
regulation of the Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR 1500 – 1508.

•	 49 CFR 24 Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended, has the following objectives:

(a) To ensure that owners of real property to be acquired for Federal and federally-assisted 
projects are treated fairly and consistently, to encourage and expedite acquisition by agreements 
with such owners, to minimize litigation and relieve congestion in the courts, and to promote 
public confidence in Federal and federally-assisted land acquisition programs; 
(b) To ensure that persons displaced as a direct result of Federal or federally-assisted projects are 
treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate 
injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole; and 
(c) To ensure that Agencies implement these regulations in a manner that is efficient and cost 
effective

•	 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, enacted as part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibits discrimination 
on the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs and activities receiving federal financial 
assistance. 

Methodology
As discussed in Section 3.4 Social Conditions, a Community Social Assessment was completed for the study 
area (see Appendix A). This assessment effort was based on the acquisition and analysis of data from several 
sources. First, community-level data from the 2010 census of Population and from the 2006-10 American 
Community Survey for the Sunset and Clinton communities were acquired from the U.S. Census Bureau’s web 
site (http://factfinder2.census.gov). 

For environmental justice purposes, the percentage of minorities, including Hispanic or Latinos, and low-income 
people in the study area were determined using the US Census data from the 2000 and 2010 censuses and the 
American Community Survey.  Because minority makeup is not available at the block group level in the 2010 
census, block level data from the 2000 census was used to provide a more precise picture of where minorities 
live, with the understanding that some changes will have taken place between the two censuses.  Low-income 
populations were identified using American Community Survey 5-year (2006 – 2010) estimated data.

To determine the percentages of minorities, the combined one race populations of Black or African American, 
American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, and Two or More Races 
were combined from the census data.  Because ethnic Hispanic and Latino populations are identified regardless 
of race, they are discussed separately.

The second component of the data collection and analysis effort involved administration of self-completion 
survey questionnaires to adult members of residential households in two spatially-distinct portions of the study 
area (see Section 3.4 Social Conditions for more information on the survey methodology):  

•	 “On-corridor” households: This category includes residences located on property parcels that are 
immediately adjacent to the proposed 1800 North study corridor. 

•	 “Nearby off-corridor” households: This category includes private residences located on parcels that 
are not immediately adjacent to the study corridor, but are in close proximity (located within ¼ mile to 
the north or south of 1800 North). 
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3.5.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Census-Based Data Relating to Environmental Justice
Minority and Hispanic/Latino Populations
The cities of Clinton and Sunset are both characterized by somewhat higher concentrations of minority persons 
than the Davis County average of 6.7%.  Clinton has the same percentage of minority persons as the statewide 
average of 7.9% while Sunset has a higher percentage of minority persons.  As shown in Table 3-5, in 2010 
7.9% of residents living in Clinton and 9.5% of Sunset residents were classified as members of a minority races.  
Hispanic/Latino persons represented 11.3% of Clinton’s population and 15.4% of Sunset’s population in 2010.
  
Table 3-5  State, County, and City Minority and Hispanic Populations

Utah Davis County Clinton City
Sunset City 

(Tract 1253.01)

Total Population in Area 2,763,885 306,479 20,426 5,108

White plus Other Race Alone (non-minority)
2,546,314 285,879 18,810 4,622

92.1% 93.3% 92.1% 90.5%

Total Minority
217,571 20,600 1,616 486

7.9% 6.7% 7.9% 9.5%

Total Hispanic or Latino1
358,340 25,753 2,306 785

13.0% 8.4% 11.3% 15.4%
Source: 2010 Census 
1 Ethnic Hispanic or Latino, regardless of race

Census tracts are made up of block groups and blocks.  Minority and Hispanic/Latino populations have been 
released at the block group level in the 2010 census, but are not available at the block level. In the census tracts 
within and adjacent to the study area, four block groups make up census tract 1253.01 in Sunset, and three 
block groups are in each of the two census tracts in Clinton, tracts 1253.04 and 1253.05.  As shown in Tables 
3-6 and 3-7, all of the block groups have a minority percentage ranging from 7.1% to 11.0% and a Hispanic/
Latino percentage ranging from 10.5% to 17.4%, which are greater than the Davis County average of 7% and 
8.4%, respectively.  The block groups are shown in Figure 3-6.

Table 3-6 2010 Census Minority and Hispanic/Latino Populations in Sunset City

 Census Tract 1253.01 
Portions of study area located in Sunset

Block Group 1 Block Group 2 Block Group 3 Block Group 4

Total Population in Area 1,187 1,468 1,237 1,216

White plus Other Race Alone 
(non-minority)

1079 1345 1101 1097

90.9% 91.6% 89.0% 90.2%

Total Minority
108 123 136 119

9.1% 8.4% 11.0% 9.8%

Total Hispanic or Latino1
182 240 215 148

15.3% 16.3% 17.4% 12.2%

Tract Total 5108

Total Tract Minority
486

9.5%

Total Tract Hispanic or 
Latino1

785

15.4%
Source: 2010 Census 
1 Ethnic Hispanic or Latino, regardless of race
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Table 3-7 Minority and Hispanic/Latino Populations in Clinton City

Census Tract 1253.04 
Portions of study area located north of 

1800 North in Clinton

Census Tract 1253.05
Portions of study area located south of 

1800 North in Clinton  

Block Group 1 Block Group 2 Block Group 3 Block Group 1 Block Group 2 Block Group 3

Total 
Population in 
Area

1,508 2,454 939 2,794 1,620 1,738

White plus 
Other Race 
Alone (non-
minority)

1375 2242 867 2564 1469 1615

91.2% 91.4% 92.3% 91.8% 90.7% 92.9%

Total Minority 133 212 72 230 151 123

8.8% 8.6% 7.7% 8.2% 9.3% 7.1%

Total Hispanic 
or Latino1

171 266 143 292 227 196

11.3% 10.8% 15.2% 10.5% 14.0% 11.3%

Tract Total 4901 6152

Total Tract 
Minority

417 504

8.5% 8.2%

Total Tract 
Hispanic or 
Latino1

580 715

11.8% 11.6%

Source: 2010 Census 
1 Ethnic Hispanic or Latino, regardless of race

Figure 3-6 Census Tracts and Block Groups in Study Area (2010 Census) 
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Minority and Hispanic/Latino populations may occur throughout the block groups, and may not necessarily be 
adjacent to 1800 North. Demographic data collected in smaller units, called blocks, is more detailed and allows 
for some evaluation of the spatial distributions of minority and Hispanic/Latino populations. To gain a better 
understanding of where these populations live, the block data from the 2000 Census was examined. There has 
been an increase in the percentage of both minorities and Hispanic/Latino populations in Davis County and the 
three census tracts in the study area (Table 3-8).  For the purposes of this analysis, in lieu of better data, it is 
assumed the distribution of these groups is similar in 2000 and 2010.  

Table 3-8 Comparison of 2000 Census and 2010 Census Data

 2000 Census 2010 Census

Population
Minority 
Percent

Hispanic/Latino 
Percent

Population
Minority 
Percent

Hispanic/Latino 
Percent

Davis County 238,994 5.4% 5.8% 306,479 6.7% 8.4%

Tract 1253.01 5,195 7.8% 9.5% 5,108 9.5% 15.4%

Tract 1253.04 4,497 5.4% 6.6% 4,901 8.5% 11.8%

Tract 1253.05 4,271 6.0% 6.8% 6,152 8.2% 11.6%
Source:  2000 Census and 2010 Census

Tract 1253.01 consists of 93 blocks, tract 1253.04 consists of 68 blocks, and tract 1253.05 consists of 49 
blocks.  Figures 3-7 and 3-8 show where the average minority and Hispanic/Latinos percentages are above the 
2000 Davis County average.
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Figure 3-7 Census Blocks Where Minority Percentages Exceed the Davis County Average (2000 Census)  
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Figure 3-8 Census Blocks Where Hispanic Percentages Exceed the Davis County Average (2000 Census)  
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Low-Income Populations
American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2006-2010) data is available at the census tract level.  The 
median household income reported for Clinton ($65,168) was just slightly below that reported for all of Davis 
County ($66,866) but greater than the statewide average ($56,330). However, the median household income 
was considerably lower than both the Davis County and statewide average in Sunset ($49,202) (Table 3-9). 

Census Tract 1253.01, which is basically the City of Sunset, has 12.5% of the persons living below the poverty 
level, which is almost twice the Davis County average of 6.5%. The census tracts in the study area in Clinton 
are both well below the Davis County average with 0.5 and 3.5 percent of the persons living below the poverty 
level.

Table 3-9 Income Summary and Persons Living Below Poverty Level

Utah
Davis 

County
Clinton 

City
Sunset 

City

Census 
Tract 

1253.01

Census 
Tract 

1253.04

Census 
Tract 

1253.05

Median household 
income (dollars)

$56,330 $66,866 $65,168 $49,702 $50,116 $58,346 $70,240

Percentage of people 
with income below 
poverty guidelines

10.8% 6.5% 4.5% 12.4% 12.5% 0.5% 3.5%

Source:  American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2006-2010)

Summary
Table 3-10 shows a summary of the population characteristics (from 2010 census data) relating to Environmental 
Justice for the three census tracts encompassing the 1800 North study area

Table 3-10 Population Characteristics (from 2010 Census Data) Relating to Environmental Justice for Three 
Census Tracts Encompassing the 1800 North Study Area

Census Tract 1253.01
Portions of study area 

located in Sunset

Census Tract 1253.04
Portions of study area 

located north of 1800 

North in Clinton

Census Tract 1253.05
Portions of study area 

located south of 1800 

North in Clinton

TOTAL POPULATION IN AREA 5,108 4,901 6,152

RACE

White alone
4,254

(83.3%)
4,242

(86.6%)
5,427

(88.2%)

Black or African American alone
74

(1.4%)
56

(1.1%)
90

(1.5%)

American Indian/Alaskan Native alone
35

(0.7%)
25

(0.5%)
34

(0.6%)

Asian alone
122

(2.4%)
108

(2.2%)
167

(2.7%)

Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander alone
15

(0.3%)
4

(0.1%)
39

(0.6%)

Other race alone
368

(7.2%)
242

(4.9%)
221

(3.6%)

Two or more races
240

(4.7%)
224

(4.6%)
174

(2.8%)

HISPANIC OR LATINO
785

(15.4%)
580

(11.8%)
715

(11.6%)

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME $50,116 $53,346 $70,240

% OF PERSONS BELOW POVERTY LEVEL 12.5% 0.5% 3.5%
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Corridor-Specific Survey Data Relating to Environmental Justice
The census-based data summarized above indicate that there is a concentration of Environmental Justice 
populations in some areas surrounding the 1800 North project corridor – most notably in areas that encompass 
eastern portions of the study area. However, those data are reported at spatial scales that do not clearly reveal 
whether either minority or low-income populations are disproportionately represented among a considerably 
smaller subset of local-area residents who live in immediate proximity to the 1800 North study corridor or the 
proposed new I-15 interchange. Exposure to construction-related disturbances, future increases in traffic volume, 
emissions and noise, increased residential proximity to a widened roadway, and potential for required relocation 
from existing residences all would be most directly experienced by persons living immediately adjacent to the 
areas proposed for construction. Therefore, analysis that is focused explicitly on those who live in corridor-
adjacent residences is necessary to more clearly reveal whether the proposed 1800 North project is likely to 
have disproportionately adverse environmental and health effects on minority and low-income populations. 
Unlike the information derived from census reports, data derived from the community social survey of study 
area residents conducted in 2011 allow for this type of more fine-grained analysis.

Corridor-Adjacent Minority Populations
Responses to the community social survey revealed that 6.6% of survey participants living in corridor-adjacent 
residences identified themselves as members of a non-white racial category, while 8.4% indicated that another 
member (or members) of their household was non-white. [Note:  The survey did not differentiate between 
Black, Native American, Asian, Native Hawaiian, and other races, so the percentage of non-white persons is 
higher than if just the minority races were counted.)  In addition, 7.5% of these on-corridor survey respondents 
identified themselves as Hispanic/Latino and 8.6% said one or more other household members were Hispanic/
Latino.  As shown in Table 3-11, the minority percentages are somewhat less than the 2010 census data for 
the three census tracts in the study area which show 8.7% minorities in the study area.  The Hispanic/Latino 
percentages are considerably less than the 12.9% Hispanic/Latino in the study area 2010 census data.  

Minorities and Hispanic/Latino populations have a higher concentration in the three census tracts than in the 
Sunset and Clinton communities as a whole. The results from the survey of on-corridor residents indicate 
that both racial minority and Hispanic populations occur at lower percentages in portions of the study area 
immediately adjoining the 1800 North construction corridor than is the case of the three census tracts in the 
study area.

Table 3-11 Community, Study Area, and Corridor Survey Minority and Hispanic/Latino Populations 

Sunset and Clinton
Study Area Census 

Tracts
Corridor-Adjacent 

Survey

Total Population 25,534 16,161  ---

Minorities
2,102 1,407  ---

8.2% 8.7% 8.4%

Hispanic/Latino
3091 2080  ---

12.1% 12.9% 8.6%
Source:  2010 Census

The survey data do reveal somewhat higher concentrations of minority populations within specific localized 
segments of the study corridor – for example, 9.6% of survey participants living on the north side of 1800 
North between Main Street and 500 West identified themselves as non-white and 9.5% identified themselves 
as Hispanic, while 15% of those living on the south side of 1800 North between 500 West and 1000 West said 
they were Hispanic. However, even in these more localized areas along the study corridor the percentages of 
respondents identified as members of minority populations are similar to or lower than the percentages for the 
broader area comprised of Sunset and Clinton cities.
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Corridor-Adjacent Low-Income Populations
The presence of low-income populations of potential concern in terms of Environmental Justice issues was 
determined by examining responses to the community social survey regarding household income levels and 
household size. HHS poverty guidelines in effect at the time of the survey were used to identify below-poverty 
households with reported incomes ranging from $10,830 or less (for a family unit of one person) to $37,010 
(for a family unit of 8 persons).

Among all corridor-adjacent residents who responded to the survey, a total of six reported income and household 
size information indicating that their household was at or below the poverty level. That total represents 6.6% 
of the 91 on-corridor households for which responses to questions needed to determine poverty status were 
provided, and 6.3% of the 95 households for which some survey response was obtained.

Three of these below-poverty households were located in the portion of the study corridor located within 
Sunset, east of the Union Pacific/Frontrunner rail line located at approximately 500 West; one was located on 
the north side of the corridor, and two on the south side. Those three households represent approximately 
8.6% of the households for which survey data were obtained in this eastern portion of the study corridor, a 
percentage considerably lower than the 12.5% of below-poverty households reported above for Census Tract 
1253.0, which surrounds the eastern portion of the study corridor. 

The remaining three below-poverty households were located in the portion of the study corridor located in 
Clinton between 500 West and 1000 West; two of these were located on the north side of the road corridor, 
and one on the south side. Those three households represent 5% of the households for which survey data were 
obtained in on-corridor portions of the study area located within Clinton. This is a somewhat higher percentage 
of below-poverty households than the 0.5% identified for Census Tract 1253.04 (portions of Clinton located 
north of the study corridor) or the 3.5% Census Tract 1253.05 (areas south of this portion of the corridor). 
At the same time, it is considerably lower than the percentage of below-poverty households identified in the 
on-corridor portion of the study area located in Sunset, and nearly identical to the county-wide percentage of 
families below the poverty level in Davis County.

Taken as a whole, these survey-based data indicate that the presence of below-poverty households in portions 
of the study area immediately adjacent to the 1800 North study corridor is not unusually high relative to levels 
observed for Davis County or for the broader Clinton/Sunset community area. 

3.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, mandates that all Federal actions be reviewed to determine if there are disproportionate effects on 
minority or low-income populations.  FHWA Order 6640.23A, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority and Low-Income Populations defines disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and 
low-income populations as an adverse effect that: 

(1) is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; or 

(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably 
more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the nonminority 
population and/or non-low-income population. 

No-action Alternative
Under this alternative, there would be no capacity or safety improvements to 1800 North and access to I-15 
would not be improved. This alternative has both positive and negative effects to the environmental justice 
populations in the study area. No minority or low-income populations would have direct adverse impacts 
as a result of the No-action Alternative. Conversely, reduced congestion, improved access to I-15, and job 
opportunities from economic growth of a build alternative would not be available to the environmental 
justice populations. The lack of adverse impacts and the increased access and job opportunities would be 
experienced by all residences in the community regardless of race or income; therefore, there would not be a 
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disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations. In accordance with the 
provision of EO 12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23A, no further Environmental Justice analysis is required.

Alternatives A through F
In general, Alternatives A through F will have positive impacts on all populations in the study area, including 
environmental justice populations. Increased roadway capacity to reduce congestion, the added safety for both 
pedestrians and drivers of a bridge over the railroads, and good access to I-15 will benefit the entire community. 
While residents on the west end of the study area may benefit the most by a widened 1800 North and access to 
I-15, residents on the east end of the study area currently experience the same poor access to I-15 and will have 
a similar benefit of improved I-15 access. Access to jobs for all residents will improve, from better roadways 
and access as well as from the economic growth that can be anticipated as a consequence of the Alternatives 
A through F.  

The principal difference in the impacts between the various alternatives is the number of relocations. The 
roadway alignments, established to minimize impacts to Section 4(f) properties, are identical from 500 West to 
2000 West. From Main Street to 500 West, Alternatives A, B, and C would widen the roadway to the north; 
Alternatives D, E, and F would widen the roadway to the south.

Alternatives A, B, and C would result in 25 residential and 6 commercial relocations (Census Tract 1253.01).  
By moving the alignment to the south, Alternatives D, E, and F would reduce the number to 17 residential 
relocations (Table 3-12).  This reduction of eight relocations is in the census tract that has the highest percentage 
of environmental justice populations.  West of 500 West, in Clinton, all alternatives would result in 25 residential 
relocations; the 15 relocations in Block Group 1 of Tract 1253.04 relate to constructing the railroad bridge and 
to maintain access to the neighborhoods north of 1800 North.

Table 3-12 Relocations by Census 2010 Block Group for All Build Alternatives

Census Tract Block Group
Alternatives A, B & C Alternatives D, E, & F

Residential Commercial Residential Commercial

1253.01
Block Group 2 20 5 4 1

Block Group 3 5 1 13 3

1253.04
Block Group 1 15 0 15 0

Block Group 2 1 0 1 0

1253.05
Block Group 2 1 0 1 0

Block Group 1 8 0 8 0

Subtotal 50 6 42 4

Total Relocations 56 46

The block demographic data available from the 2000 Census is useful to show the residential relocations 
in relation to minority and Hispanic/Latino population densities.  Figure 3-9 and 3-10 illustrate where the 
relocations for Alternatives A, B, and C are in relation to the minority and Hispanic/Latino census blocks that 
exceed the Davis County average.  Figures 3-11 and 3-12 illustrate this same information for Alternatives D, E, 
and F. 
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Figure 3-9 Alternatives A through C Relocations and Census Blocks Where Minority Percentages Exceed the 
Davis County Average (2000 Census)  
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Figure 3-10 Alternatives A through C Relocations and Census Blocks Where Hispanic Percentages Exceed the 
Davis County Average (2000 Census)  
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Figure 3-11 Alternatives D through F Relocations and Census Blocks Where Minority Percentages Exceed the 
Davis County Average (2000 Census)  
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Figure 3-12 Alternatives D through F Relocations and Census Blocks Where Hispanic Percentages Exceed the 
Davis County Average (2000 Census)  
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Impacts as a result of Alternatives A through F, as described in other sections of this document, will also be felt 
by all populations along the corridor.

•	 Social Conditions: As described in Section 3.4, Social Conditions, there would be the disruptions to 
households and individuals that are relocated and some loss of neighborhood-based social activities, 
but there is not a strong social cohesion in corridor adjacent properties. Reduced congestion and 
improved access to I-15 and Hill Air Force Base would be beneficial to the residents. 1800 North, as 
the main east-west roadway in the area, already serves as a barrier between the neighborhoods to 
the north and south of the roadway; the community social survey reported that two-thirds of those 
surveyed seldom if ever engaged in social activities with people living on the opposite side of 1800 
North. It is projected that traffic will increase with access to I-15 on the west and the new West 
Davis Corridor on the west. With the wider street as proposed, and with the projected increase in 
traffic, 1800 North will continue to serve as a barrier and the interaction between neighborhoods will 
probably not change. There would be no disproportionate social impacts to the environmental justice 
populations.

•	 Air Quality: As noted in Section 3.9, Air Quality, the area is in attainment for all priority pollutants with 
the exception of PM2.5. The project would not cause any new violations of the NAAQS, increases in the 
frequency or severity of existing violations of the NAAQS, or delay in attaining the NAAQS.

•	 Noise: Noise impacts have been identified under Alternatives A though F, with most impacts occurring 
from Main Street to 1000 West where there is a higher density of homes. In the worst case scenario, 
noise levels would range from 55.6 dBA to 74 dBA, with an average noise level of about 65 dBA.  With 
the dispersed nature of the environmental justice communities, there would not be a disproportionate 
impact to these populations.

•	 Visual Conditions: As described in Section 3.19, Visual Conditions, there will be a visual change 
in the area with a wider roadway and the bridge over the railroads. The proposed structure would 
elevate 1800 North over the railroad, adding about 30-feet to the profile.  With the dispersed nature 
of the environmental justice communities, there would not be a disproportionate impact to these 
populations.

Minorities and Hispanic/Latinos both have a higher percentage of the population in Sunset and Clinton than 
the Davis County averages according to the 2010 Census. The same is true for the three census tracts in the 
study area. The census data from the 2000 Census and 2010 Census both show minorities and Hispanic/Latino 
populations distributed throughout the tracts without concentrations in localized areas, with non-minority 
populations at 90-percent throughout the area. The percentage of low-income residents is higher than the 
Davis County average in Census Tract 1253.01 (Main Street to 500 West) but lower in Census Tracts 1253.04 
and 1253.05 (500 West to 2000 West).  The corridor-specific survey confirmed that there is not a concentration 
of any environmental justice populations along the corridor where direct impacts would occur. The affected 
area is a small fraction of the overall blocks and block groups adjacent to the study area.

Based on the above discussion and analysis, Alternatives A through F would not cause disproportionately high 
and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12808 
and FHWA Order 6640.23A. No further environmental justice analysis is required.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3 . 6  R I G H T - O F - W A Y  A N D  R E L O C A T I O N S
 

Where property acquisition is necessary, land owners are compensated under the federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. If an individual is required to move 
as a result of a Federal or federally assisted program, assistance will be provided.

UDOT will compensate property owners from whom right-of-way acquisition is required. Any right-of-way 
acquisitions will occur in accordance with federal, state, and local policies. The acquisition and relocation 
program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Relocation resources will be available to each relocated residence without 
regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in compliance with Title IV of the Civil Rights Act (42 USC §2000d, 
et seq.).

This relocations section will use the following definitions to 
analyze the impacts of relocations:

•	 Relocation: Occurs when an existing structure would 
be within the right-of-way of an alternative and the 
residents or business would need to relocate.

•	 Potential Relocation: A situation in which a property 
would be directly affected by the project and an existing 
structure (excluding porches and garages) would be 
close to the proposed right-of-way, but it is not clear 
whether the entire property needs to be acquired. By 
the end of the right-of-way acquisition phase, 
UDOT will determine whether each potential 
relocation is a full relocation or a strip take. 
This determination depends on an independent 
valuation of the property that includes any 
project-related damage to buildings.

•	 Strip Take (partial acquisition): Generally occurs 
when a property is located within the proposed right-
of-way, but the right-of-way is further away from 
an existing structure. For this type of impact, only 
a strip of land would need to be acquired. As with 
potential relocations, UDOT could refine strip 
takes during the right-of-way acquisition phase.

3.6.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Most of the 1800 North study corridor has existing 
development on both sides of the roadway. This includes 
about 100 residences and about 50 businesses. Many of 
these properties were developed based on narrower right-of-
way widths. Subsequently, a widened and improved roadway 
would require additional right-of-way from many of these 
properties, to the point of requiring the relocation of some 
residences and businesses.

3.6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not require any additional right-of-way or the relocation of any residences or 
businesses.

STRUCTURE

STRUCTURE

STRUCTURE

RELOCATION: DIRECT IMPACT

POTENTIAL RELOCATION: PROXIMITY IMPACT

STRIP ACQUISITION

The right-of-way required for the project goes through the 
structure.

The right-of-way required for the project impacts the property 
and is close to the structure.

The right-of-way required for the project impacts the property 
but is further away from the structure.

Property Line

Property Line

Property Line

Right-of-Way Line

Right-of-Way Line

Right-of-Way Line

Project
Impact
Zone

Project
Impact
Zone

Project
Impact
Zone
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Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Relocations
Construction of any of the alternatives would relocate many residences and several businesses along the 1800 
North study corridor. Table 3-13 identifies the number of residences and businesses that may require relocation 
as a result of each of the alternatives (see also Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2 and Right-of-Way Tables in 
Appendix A).

Table 3-13 Residences and Businesses Which May Require Relocation 

Alternatives

Residences Businesses Municipal Buildings
Total 

RelocationsRelocation
Potential 

Relocation
Relocation

Potential 
Relocation

Relocation
Potential 

Relocation

A 41 10 7 0 0 0 58

B 41 10 7 0 0 0 58

C 41 10 6 0 0 0 57

D 32 10 4 0 1 0 47

E 32 10 4 0 1 0 47

F 32 10 3 0 1 0 46

Right-of-Way Acquisition
Construction of any of the alternatives would require right-of-way acquisition. This right-of-way acquisition is 
summarized in Table 3-14 (see also Right-of-Way Tables in Appendix A).

Table 3-14 Right-of-Way Acquisition 

Alternatives

# of Parcels Affected Total 
Acquisition 

(Acres)
Strip 

Acquisition
Complete 

Acquisition

A 152 56 46.3

B 152 56 28.6

C 152 55 25.7

D 150 47 46.5

E 150 47 28.8

F 151 46 26.7

Indirect Impacts
Selection of a build alternative may speed up the time frame of development along the 1800 North study 
corridor. Other relocations may occur as a result of this development.

Availability of Comparable Housing
All of the Alternatives would require the relocation of several residences in Clinton and Sunset. In November 
2012, the Wasatch Front Regional Multiple Listing Service listed 1,292 homes for sale in Davis County, including 
100 in Clinton and 17 in Sunset. It is anticipated that homes for sale in the area could serve as replacement 
housing for the residences Alternatives A through F would relocate. See Table 3-15 for information relating to 
available homes for sale in Clinton and Sunset.
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Table 3-15 Available Homes for Sale in Clinton and Sunset (November 28, 2012)

Homes for Sale per 
Price Range

Minimum Bedrooms Minimum Acres

Total 2 3 4 5+ < 1/2 Acres 1/2 Acre 1 Acre+

Clinton

$0 to $100,000 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 0

$100,000 to $150,000 21 0 8 12 1 20 1 0

$150,000 to $200,000 38 0 19 12 7 37 1 0

$200,000 to $250,000 23 0 8 4 11 22 0 1

$250,000 to $300,000 10 1 2 3 4 8 1 1

$300,000 to $350,000 3 0 2 1 0 3 0 0

$350,000 to $400,000 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

$400,000 to $450,000 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Sunset

$0 to $100,000 4 0 3 1 0 4 0 0

$100,000 to $150,000 10 1 3 4 2 10 0 0

$150,000 to $200,000 3 0 2 1 0 3 0 0
Source: www.utahrealestate.com 

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3 . 7  E C O N O M I C  C O N D I T I O N S
 

This section characterizes current economic conditions within the area under study and considers the potential 
for both long-term and temporary construction-related impacts to the regional and local economy including 
impacts to employment, businesses, commercial districts, tax base, and revenues, and recommends mitigation 
measures to reduce or compensate for those impacts.

3.7.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Regional Setting
The study area is located within the Davis/Weber region (comprised of Davis County and Weber County). In 
2010, the region had an estimated population of 537,715 and employment of 237,005 (U.S. census, 2010). 
Geographically (and economically) the region is part of the Greater Wasatch Area comprised of a ten-county 
commuter shed that includes Salt Lake County, which has long been the center of employment in the state 
(Crispin-Little and Perlich, 2004). Approximately 70,000 workers commute to Salt Lake County for work each 
day. Approximately 33,850 of these commuters are from Davis County and 6,450 are from Weber County. As 
these counties continue to grow, these numbers are expected to increase (WFRC, 2010).

Employment in the region is heavily concentrated in services and government. Together these sectors 
account for almost half of all employment in the area. Measured by total earnings, government is by far the 
most important sector, accounting for almost 32 percent of total earnings in the region (Crispin-Little and 
Perlich, 2004). Compared to the nation, both counties have a higher-than-average concentration of federal 
employment. In Weber County, federal employment is three times the national average due primarily to the 
presence of a regional center for the Internal Revenue Service in the City of Ogden. In Davis County, federal 
civilian employment is five times the national average and military employment is three times the national 
average due to the presence of Hill Air Force Base (Crispin-Little and Perlich, 2004).

Hill Air Force Base stretches across Davis County and Weber County on 6,700 acres. It has a substantial influence 
on both the regional and local economy. Employees who commute from around the region to Hill Air Force Base 
for work spend some of their earnings locally, stimulating the local economy. Hill Air Force Base also purchases 
goods and services from vendors and suppliers located within the region, which supports jobs and generates 
earnings throughout the region. In addition, a large share of the contracts awarded to Utah businesses in 
support of the missions at Hill Air Force Base have been awarded to businesses located in the region. A portion 
of this money is also spent locally. The average wage of most civilian employees at Hill Air Force Base is almost 
double the average wage of all workers in the region (Crispin-Little and Perlich, 2004).

Construction has begun on the Falcon Hill Aerospace Park (Falcon Hill), a 550-acre business and technology 
park next to I-15. This development is a high priority for the state’s economic development programs. Phase I of 
the project will develop 150 acres of land on the western portion of Hill Air Force Base into a new technology 
park with a mixture of uses that include retail, office, flex lab, hotel, and restaurants. Upon completion of the 
project, the development will be the largest private project of its kind in U.S. Air Force history. The 5 million 
square feet of building space being proposed for development over a 20-year period translates into 10,000 
to 20,000 jobs. It is expected that this project will form one of two core locations for the defense/aerospace/ 
advanced composites industry cluster (the other being at the Ogden-Hinckley Airport).

Population and Employment Characteristics
As shown in Table 3-16, Davis County is forecasted to grow by approximately 30 percent between 2010 
and 2040. According to studies conducted by Davis County, the county is expected to reach build out at a 
population of approximately 400,000 (WFRC, 2010). Davis County has the smallest land area of any county 
within Utah and will be the first to reach build out. As a result, much of the forecasted growth is expected to 
come from infill and redevelopment.
 
Sunset City, which surrounds the eastern portion of the study area (areas located east of the railroad line at 
approximately 500 West), has experienced virtually no change in population over the past decade. There are 
very few recently-constructed homes in Sunset, and few undeveloped parcels that would accommodate new 
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residential development. At the time of the 2010 census, the City had a population of 5,122, slightly below the 
5,204 residents reported for 2000. Population growth is expected to remain slow, increasing by approximately 
300 residents by 2040. In contrast to the lack of population growth that has characterized Sunset over the past 
decade, the City of Clinton has experienced substantial new residential development and population growth. 
Between 2000 and 2010 the City of Clinton’s population increased from 12,585 to 20,426 residents, a 62.3 
percent increase. Growth is expected to continue, with the population increasing by almost 27 percent by 
2040. The City of West Point is one of the fastest growing communities in Utah. Its 2010 population is expected 
to increase by 146 percent to 23,399 by 2040. Most of this growth will occur south and west of the study area.
 
Employment within the study area is projected to increase by 76 percent to 7,673 in 2040 (WFRC, 2010). 
According to the WFRC, approximately 33 percent of this employment is in retail, 7 percent is industrial, and 
60 percent is in other sectors (private, public, etc.). The distribution is expected to be similar in 2040 with 
28 percent in retail, 14 percent in industrial, and 58 percent in other sectors. New employment is expected 
primarily along the I-15 corridor, at Hill Air Force Base, and in industrial portions of Weber County.

In Davis County, government employment is concentrated in federal government (primarily Hill Air Force Base).
In Weber County, government employment is spread between federal civilian (primarily the Internal Revenue 
Service), state (Weber State University), and local government (public schools) (Crispin-Little and Perlich, 2004). 
The ten largest employers in Davis County and Weber County are shown in Table 3-17.

Table 3-16 Population and Employment Statistics

2010 
Population

2040 
Population1 Change

2010 
Employment

2040 
Employment1 Change1

2010 Un-
Employment 

Rate

Davis County 306,479 398,719 30.1% 134,078 188,990 40.9% 4.7%

Weber County 231,236 363,671 57.3% 102,927 188,395 83.0% 7.1%

Clearfield 30,112 30,937 2.7% 12,534 ----- ----- 6.8%

Clinton 20,426 25,864 26.6% 8,710 ----- ----- 4.3%

Roy 36,884 38,261 3.7% 17,883 ----- ----- 5.4%

Sunset 5,122 5,408 5.6% 2,432 ----- ----- 6.2%

West Point 9,511 23,399 146.0% 4,783 ----- ----- 5.9%

Study Area 24,7292 26,002 5.1% 4,3432 7,673 76.7% -----
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b; WFRC, 2010 
1 2040 Population and Employment Forecasts are developed by the WFRC at the regional and county level and also for 
individual Transportation Analysis Zones within the region. Employment forecasts are not readily available at the municipal 
level.
2 Study Area Population and Employment are calculated by combining the values for all of the Transportation Analysis Zones 
that intersect the study area. 

Table 3-17 Ten Largest Employers in Davis County and Weber County (2010)

Davis County Weber County

Employer Number of Employees Employer Number of Employees

Hill Air Force Base 10,000-14,999 Hill Air Force Base 10,000-14,999

Davis County School District 7,000-9,999 Internal Revenue Service 5,000-6,999

Davis County 1,000-1,999 McKay-Dee Hospital Center 3,000-3,999

Lagoon Corporation Inc. 1,000-1,999 Weber County School District 3,000-3,999

Lifetime Products Inc. 1,000-1,999 Weber State University 2,000-2,999

Smith‘s Marketplace Dist. 1,000-1,999 Autoliv ASP, Inc. 1,000-1,999

Wal-Mart 1,000-1,999 Fresenius USA 1,000
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Davis County Weber County

Employer Number of Employees Employer Number of Employees

ATK Space Systems 500-999 Ogden City School District 1,000

Davis Hospital and Medical Center 500-999 State of Utah 1,000

Lakeview Hospital 500-999 Wal-Mart 1,000
Sources: Davis County, 2010 and Weber County, 2010

Income Statistics
Economists most commonly use per capita income (total income from all sources, divided by population) and 
median income (the amount which divides the income distribution into two equal groups, half having income 
above that amount, and half having income below that amount) as rough indicators of income levels. In 2010, 
the latest year for which data are available, per capita income was highest in Davis County (higher than in the 
State of Utah and the other jurisdictions within the study area). Per capita income was lowest in the City of 
Clearfield and Sunset City.

The data presented in Table 3-18 indicate that income levels are highest in Davis County, which is consistent 
with the data that report higher earnings for civilian employees at Hill Air Force Base. Median household 
incomes are highest in the City of West Point and Davis County.

The Census Bureau uses a set of money income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine 
who is in poverty. If a family’s total income is less than the family’s threshold, then that family and every individual 
in it is considered in poverty. Poverty rates in Davis County are, for the most part, considerably lower than both 
the state as a whole and Weber County. Within the study area, the proportion of the population living below 
poverty level is lowest in Clinton (4.5 percent), West Point (4.6 percent), and Davis County (6.5 percent).

Table 3-18 Income and Poverty Statistics

2010 Per Capita Income
2010 Median Household 

Income
2010 Percent Below 

Poverty Level

Utah $23,139 $56,330 10.8%

Davis County $25,244 $66,866 5.2%

Weber County $22,849 $54,086 11.5%

Clearfield $18,026 $47,570 16.5%

Clinton $20,917 $65,168 3.3%

Roy $22,183 $57,205 6.6%

Sunset $18,339 $49,202 10.7%

West Point $23,745 $71,860 4.6%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a

In the State of Utah, 47 percent of households earn more than $60,000 per year (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a). 
This number is higher in Davis County (57 percent), the City of Clinton (57 percent), and the City of West 
Point (65 percent) indicating that the population within these communities is wealthier than that of the state 
overall. As shown in Table 3-18, a larger percentage of households fall within the higher income levels in these 
communities. In Weber County, Sunset, and the City of Clearfield, the majority of households earn less than 
$60,000 per year. As shown in Table 3-18, a larger percentage of households fall within the lower income levels 
in these communities. Figure 3-13 provides a comparison of income distribution for the State of Utah, Davis 
County, and Weber County.



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 4 3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Retail Sales
Retail trade is an important source of jobs and wages in Davis County. According to the Utah State Tax 
Commission, Davis County’s retail sales reached almost 2.5 billion dollars in 2010 (Utah State Tax Commission, 
2010). Retail sales were dominated by General Merchandise, Motor Vehicle Dealers, and Food Stores, with 
28 percent, 21 percent, and 14 percent of total sales, respectively. Retail sales are dominated by the same 
categories in both the State of Utah and Weber County. Table 3-19 and Figure 3-14 show retail sales by major 
category in 2010 for Utah, Davis County, and Weber County.

Table 3-19 Retail Sales by Major Category: Utah, Davis County, and Weber County (2010)

Category

Utah Davis County Weber County

Amount 
(2010 Dollars)

Share 
(Percent)

Amount 
(2010 Dollars)

Share 
(Percent)

Amount 
(2010 Dollars)

Share 
(Percent)

Building and 
Garden

$1,835,116,667 7% $176,713,605 7% $164,219,006 8%

General 
Merchandise

$6,191,685,194 25% $694,059,154 28% $562,880,949 28%

Food Stores $3,835,409,966 15% $344,529,223 14% $327,183,186 16%

Motor Vehicles $4,218,292,396 17% $506,752,606 21% $347,000,454 17%

Apparel and 
Accessories

$1,370,112,190 5% $108,271,743 4% $95,223,865 5%

Furniture $1,188,879,150 5% $85,177,950 3% $96,370,547 5%

Figure 3-13 Income Distribution: Utah, Davis County, and Weber County, 2010
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Category

Utah Davis County Weber County

Amount 
(2010 Dollars)

Share 
(Percent)

Amount 
(2010 Dollars)

Share 
(Percent)

Amount 
(2010 Dollars)

Share 
(Percent)

Eating and 
Drinking

$3,248,644,710 13% $285,556,315 12% $232,412,342 11%

Miscellaneous $3,173,233,425 13% $266,221,947 11% $213,935,190 10%

Total $25,061,373,699 100% $2,467,282,542 100% $2,039,225,538 100%
Source: Utah State Tax Commission, 2010.

Within the Postal Zip Code 84015 (which includes the study area), a total of approximately $258,574,425 
was generated from retail sales in 2010. Similar to Davis County and Weber County, retail sales in this area 
were dominated by General Merchandise (38 percent), Food Stores (17 percent), and Motor Vehicle Sales (16 
percent) (Utah State Tax Commission).

Revenue
Table 3-20 shows total revenues for Davis County and Weber County for 2010. Total revenue in Davis County 
was over $98,600,000 with property and sales taxes accounting for approximately 60 percent of the total 
revenues. In Weber County, charges for services (35 percent) and property tax (33 percent) were the largest 
contributors to the total revenue for the county.

Table 3-20 Total Revenues for Davis County and Weber County, 2010

Davis County Weber County

Revenue (Dollars) Share (Percent) Revenue (Dollars) Share (Percent)

Property Tax $44,197,356 45% $37,406,087 33%

Sales Tax $14,659,790 15% $25,418,801 22%

Charges for Services $25,759,234 26% $39,125,420 35%

Grants and 
Contributions

$13,762,571 14% $10,968,011 10%

Miscellaneous

Eating and Drinking

Furniture

Apparel and Accessories

Motor Vehicles

Food Stores

General Merchandise

Building and Garden

Weber CountyDavis CountyUtah

Figure 3-14 Retail Sales by Major Category: Utah, Davis County, and Weber County, 2010
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Davis County Weber County

Revenue (Dollars) Share (Percent) Revenue (Dollars) Share (Percent)

Interest and Other $297,888 <1% $433,461 <1%

Total $98,676,839 100% $113,351,780 100%
Sources: Davis County, 2010 and Weber County, 2010.

Business Activity
Within the study area, 1800 North travels through Clinton and Sunset. The corridor is lined by a mixture of land 
uses that include retail and commercial establishments, residential development, and public facilities (primarily 
churches and schools). The majority of the corridor is located within the City of Clinton (between 2000 West 
and the railroad at approximately 500 West). Commercial uses in this portion of the corridor are concentrated 
in the City of Clinton’s town center around the intersection of 1800 North and 2000 West. This area supports a 
variety of retail and commercial establishments such as banks, restaurants, a Wal-Mart Supercenter, and Lowes 
Home Improvement. Between the Union Pacific Railroad and Main Street in Sunset, commercial uses are smaller 
scale and scattered among residential and public uses (Sunset Fire Station and Central Park). Businesses along 
1800 North include a pizza restaurant, dental practice, and art studio (operated out of a residence). A small 
concentration of businesses are located around the intersection of 1800 North and Main Street, including an 
Asian Market and restaurant (Saigon Market Place), a 7-Eleven, an auto transmission/repair shop, and a nail 
salon.

In March of 2011, the study team met with representatives of Clinton and Sunset to gain an understanding of 
economic conditions within the study corridor and identify any concerns the communities may have with the 
project. Both communities were asked to describe economic conditions within their city or town and give their 
opinions on the effect the project would have on economic development and local businesses. The results of 
the community interviews are summarized for each jurisdiction below.

City of Clinton
The City of Clinton noted that 1800 North and 2000 West is the center of economic development for the 
community. New development will initially be on parcels adjacent to 2000 West, but will extend to 1800 North 
once demand increases. Clinton City, in the community interview, explained that they believe aesthetics and 
landscaping attract citizens to the area and are important issues for the City of Clinton as the landscaping 
helps to define the business district. Currently, 20 to 30 feet of landscaping fronts 1800 North. In general, 
the City of Clinton is concerned about losing the rural setting of the community as a result of growth and 
increasing commercial development, which is anticipated whether the project is constructed or not. Most of 
the development within the community has occurred in the last 20 years. 

City of Sunset
The primary issue identified by Sunset is the potential for impacts to businesses. Currently there is limited 
commercial development within the community, so impacts to even a small number of businesses would be 
considerable. Based on preliminary discussions with business owners, it is highly unlikely that these businesses 
would relocate within Sunset. The Mayor of Sunset noted that the potentially affected businesses are at the 
low end of the tax base (between 11 and 13 percent of the total tax base); the grocery store and recreational 
vehicle shop (Sierra RV Sales), which are not located within the study area, comprise the majority of tax revenue 
for the community. 

The community is also concerned about effects to land planned for commercial development. The first two 
rows of properties along 1800 North between 250 West and Main Street are zoned for commercial use (current 
uses are primarily residential).

The land surrounding the intersection of 1800 North with the railroad overpass may also be lost to commercial 
development because visibility would be limited. 

The City currently sells water to Hill Air Force Base and requested that the project be designed and constructed 
so as not to disturb their delivery system.
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The general opinion of the project held by the Mayor is that it would benefit Sunset in the long run, but short-
term impacts would be challenging. Many residents would prefer to remain a bedroom community, but most 
recognize the difficulty of their current housing stock (small, older properties) to attracting new residents. 

3.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Direct Impacts
Under the No-action Alternative, population, employment, and income would not change beyond what is 
already forecasted. Increasing congestion within the study area would constrain development; as congestion 
increases, developable parcels along 1800 North (primarily at major intersections) would become less attractive 
to developers. Increased travel times and delays for work, business, and shopping trips would be experienced 
and retail sales could decline because residents would be less willing to travel and patronize local businesses. 
This alternative would not require the relocation of any existing businesses or residences and would not result 
in a loss of property tax base and revenues. The local and regional economies would not benefit from the 
increases in employment, income, and spending that would result from project construction and operation. 
The No-action Alternative could have a negative impact on the Falcon Hill Development because it would not 
construct an interchange at 1800 North and would not improve access to the development.

Indirect Impacts
The No-action Alternative may have an indirect impact on the existing economic conditions in the area because 
the increase in traffic congestion may influence the type of economic development in the area. It is likely that 
retail businesses, which rely more on walk-in traffic than industrial-type businesses, may be more inclined to 
locate elsewhere to avoid the traffic congestion.

Alternatives A through F
The analysis that follows identifies the potential effects to economic conditions (both adverse and beneficial) as 
a result of Alternatives A through F. Both direct and indirect effects are evaluated. Direct effects include business-
related impacts (acquisitions, loss of employment, impacts to landscaping, and access revision), income-related 
impacts (changes in property tax and retail sales), and temporary effects during construction. Indirect effects 
include changes in property values and impacts to planned commercial developments.

Direct Impacts
Business-Related Effects
Business Displacements
Business displacements are designated when there is a direct impact to the structure (construction of the 
proposed roadway crosses the existing structure), access to the property would be removed, or acquisition 
of right-of-way would prohibit the operation of the business. As shown in Table 3-21 and Chapter 3 Figures 
in Volume 2, Alternatives A and B would result in the displacement of seven 
businesses, Alternative C would result in the displacement of six businesses, 
Alternatives D and E would result in the displacement of four businesses, and 
Alternative F would result in the displacement of three businesses. All of the 
businesses that would be acquired under any of the alternatives are located in 
Sunset, with the exception of the Army Rail Shop on Hill Air Force Base, and are 
small businesses located on 1800 North or North Main Street, most with less than 
25 employees. Based on interviews with representatives from Sunset, most of 
these businesses are unlikely to relocate within Sunset, which would also result 
in a loss of employment. 

Ally’s Pizza would be displaced under any of the alternatives as a result of 
intersection improvements at 250 West. Ally’s Pizza
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Three of the businesses that would be displaced under 1800 North Alternatives A, B, and C are located on 
the northwest corner of Main Street and 1800 North (Saigon Market, Saigon Café, and Money Gram). These 
businesses would be displaced as a result of widening to the north and the new 1800 North interchange. 
 
Convenient Dental Care on 1800 North is well established with a strong customer base. This property would be 
acquired under 1800 North Alternatives A, B, or C as a result of the alignment shifting north.

The Army Rail Shop associated with Hill Air Force Base would be acquired under 1800 North Alternatives A, B, 
D, and E as a result of the new 1800 North interchange with I-15.
 
The 7-Eleven on the southwest corner of the intersection of Main Street and 1800 North is no longer functioning 
as a service station and is currently operating as a convenience store only (the gas pumps have been removed). 
This property would be displaced under Alternatives D, E, and F. Direct effects to this property would be avoided 
under Alternatives A through C.

The Doug Braithwaite Studio (operated out of a residence) would be acquired under Alternatives A through F. 

A new Maverick gas station is planned for the area around the Main Street/1800 North intersection. Although 
a development plan has not yet been submitted, the developer is aware of the project and has noted that none 
of the alternatives would preclude their development plan.

Sunset is primarily a residential community with older homes built in the 1940s to support the government 
development of the Ogden Arsenal and Hill Air Force Base directly to the east of the City. Because the City of 
Sunset is geographically small (1.9 miles by 0.6 miles), it is almost fully developed and has very little open land 
left for residential or commercial development. The City has one major food and drug center, one business 
plaza with a few retail shops and services, a convenience store, garages, pizza parlor, cabinet shop, bicycle shop, 
meat market, bank, dentists, insurance brokers, a motel, barber and beauty shops, and few other businesses 
and services. Because commercial development within Sunset is already limited, the acquisition of three or four 
businesses would have a substantial impact on the community overall, especially if these businesses choose 
not to relocate within Sunset. As noted by the Mayor of the City of Sunset in 2012, the potentially affected 
businesses are at the low end of the tax base (estimated at between 11 and 13 percent of the total tax base); 
the grocery store and RV shop (Sierra RV Sales), which would not be affected by the project, comprise the 
majority of tax revenue for the community.

Landscaping and Aesthetics
Clinton City explained in the community interview that they believe landscaping in 
the corridor (primarily in the City of Clinton) helps to define the business district and 
attract customers. Alternatives A through F would remove landscaping that fronts 
the roadway as a result of shifting the alignment to the north or south. It is likely 
that the majority of the vegetation that fronts 1800 North would be removed. The 
project would replace landscaping where possible. In locations where property is 
acquired, the remnant land could be used for additional landscaping opportunities.

Access
Access to commercial properties within the study area is expected to remain similar 
to existing conditions (primarily from 1800 North and local cross-streets).

The existing crossing of the Union Pacific Railroad is at-grade. All of the 1800 
North Alternatives would construct an overpass at this location which would 
affect access to some of the surrounding properties. Access to residences in the 
northwest, southwest, and southeast quadrants of this intersection would change 
(access would move from the mainline of 1800 North to a frontage road, but 
would remain off of 550 West and 475 West). Property in this area would be less visible from the roadway and 
access would be constricted which could affect the redevelopment potential at these properties.

Clinton Business District
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The new interchange with I-15 would be expected to benefit commercial activity within the study area, providing 
more direct access for employees and patrons. It would also support the development of Falcon Hill, which is 
expected to generate 10,000 to 20,000 new jobs over the next 20 years. The new interchange with I-15 would 
provide the City of Clinton and the City of Sunset with a direct connection to the Falcon Hill Development. The 
direct access to the Falcon Hill Development is a primary benefit from the project and would expand the local 
economy.

Income-Related Effects
Property Tax
When UDOT purchases land for roadway improvements, private property is transferred to public ownership 
and there is a net loss of tax revenue to Davis County. The majority of property acquisition would be small 
portions of parcels adjacent to 1800 North. In many cases, this right-of-way can be acquired without adversely 
impacting property improvements, such as buildings and other structures. Even though property improvements 
may not be impacted, the assessed value of the parcel remainder decreases.

The existing tax information for each impacted parcel was obtained from the Davis County Assessor’s Office on-
line databases (Davis County Government Information Systems, 2012). The loss of tax revenue was estimated 
by calculating the area affected as a percentage of the total parcel area and using that value to estimate the 
amount of tax revenue that would be lost. For example, a property that would be 50 percent acquired and 
that currently pays $1,000 in taxes would result in a loss of $500 in tax revenue (0.50 times $1,000 = $500). 
Alternative A would have the greatest effect to property tax revenues (a loss of $90,000 per year), but there is 
very little variation between the alternatives – the difference between the Alternatives with the greatest impact 
(Alternatives A and B) and the Alternative with the least impact (Alternative F) is $6,200. For the purpose 
of comparison, property tax revenue in Davis County was $44,197,356 in 2010; the impact associated with 
the project would be less than 0.2 percent of Davis County’s total property tax revenue. Loss of property tax 
revenue by alternative is presented in Table 3-21. These values are estimates and are subject to change as the 
Alternatives are refined and property tax assessments are updated.

The new 1800 North interchange with I-15 would support the development of Falcon Hill, ultimately increasing 
the property tax base for Davis County as the existing land is privatized and new buildings are constructed.

Retail Sales
Retail sales could decrease if impacted residents relocate outside of Davis County. It is projected that the 1800 
North Alternatives A, B, and C would require 52 residential relocations (27 in the City of Clinton and 25 in 
the City of Sunset). These relocations represent approximately 0.06 percent of the total households in Davis 
County (93,545). The 1800 North Alternatives D, E, and F would require 43 residential relocations (26 in the 
City of Clinton and 17 in the City of Sunset). These relocations represent less than 0.05 percent of the total 
households in Davis County. This is a very conservative estimate based on a worst case scenario where all of 
the impacted residents relocate outside of Davis County. It is likely that many of these residents would relocate 
within the existing community to maintain their social connections. Therefore, the reduction of retail sales due 
to relocations is expected to be minor.



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 4 9

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Table 3-21 Business Displacements and Loss of Property Tax Revenue Resulting from Alternatives A through F

Alternative Business Displacements
Loss of Property Tax Revenue 

per Year

Alternative A
7 (Doug Braithwaite Studio, Ally’s Pizza, Convenient 

Dental Care, Saigon Cafe, Saigon Market, Money 

Gram, Army Rail Shop)

$90,100

Alternative B
7 (Doug Braithwaite Studio, Ally’s Pizza, Convenient 

Dental Care, Saigon Cafe, Saigon Market, Money 

Gram, Army Rail Shop)

$90,100

Alternative C
6 (Doug Braithwaite Studio, Ally’s Pizza, Convenient 

Dental Care, Saigon Cafe, Saigon Market, Money 

Gram)

$90,000

Alternative D
4 (Doug Braithwaite Studio, Ally’s Pizza, 7-Eleven, 

Army Rail Shop)
$84,000

Alternative E
4 (Doug Braithwaite Studio, Ally’s Pizza, 7-Eleven, 

Army Rail Shop)
$84,000

Alternative F 3 (Doug Braithwaite Studio, Ally’s Pizza, 7-Eleven) $83,900

Alternatives A through F are not expected to impact income generated in the City of Sunset by the delivery of 
water to Hill Air Force Base. The project team will incorporate the delivery system into the final design to ensure 
that the water delivery system is not disrupted.

Effects During Construction
Construction-Related Employment
Construction employment was estimated by taking the estimated construction cost for each Alternative and 
attributing a portion of it to labor costs (assuming an industry standard of 50 percent). The estimated labor cost 
was then divided by the average wage for a construction worker in the Ogden-Clearfield Metropolitan Statistical 
Area - estimated at $39,230 per year (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). This produced an approximate 
number of construction employees for the project (shown by alternative in Table 3-22). Based on assumptions 
used for other projects in the region, the jobs multiplier of 1.8 was applied to the direct employment to quantify 
indirect jobs generated by the proposed project. Indirect jobs are those additional employment opportunities 
required by local businesses to support the construction of the project. An employment multiplier for a direct 
industry change of 1.8 indicates that the creation of one new direct job will result in a total of 1.8 jobs in 
the local economy or an 80 percent indirect increase in employment. These total numbers of jobs were then 
annualized over a 2-year construction period.

Table 3-22 Employment Generated by the Construction of Alternatives A through F

Alternative Direct Employment Indirect Employment Total Employment

Alternative A 3,059 5,506 8,565

Alternative B 3,569 6,424 9,992

Alternative C 3,569 6,424 9,992

Alternative D 3,059 5,506 8,565

Alternative E 3,569 6,424 9,992

Alternative F 3,569 6,424 9,992

Construction-Related Income
The project would also generate income throughout construction. Purchases made for the project or by 
construction workers (food, gas, etc.) would be subject to retail sales taxes and would benefit the local 
jurisdiction where the improvements occur or where the purchases are made. Throughout the study area, a 
sales tax at a rate of 6.5 percent would apply to purchases. Davis County would receive 0.15 percent of all 
taxable goods and services.
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Assuming 90 percent of total construction costs (ranging from an estimated maximum of $120 million to $140 
million) would be subject to sales and use taxes, the project would generate a total of between $162,000 and 
$189,000 in sales tax revenue for Davis County (0.0015 times 90 percent of total construction costs as shown 
in Table 3-23). The City of Clinton and the City of Sunset would receive 0.85 percent of taxable activities that 
occur within their jurisdictions. Because the City of Sunset has very little commercial development, the majority 
of income earned at the local level would likely be in the City of Clinton.

Table 3-23 Income Generated by the Construction of Alternatives A through F

Alternative Cost of Construction1 Taxable Cost
Sales Tax Revenue

(Davis County)

Alternative A $120 million $108 million $162,000

Alternative B $140 million $126 million $189,000

Alternative C $140 million $126 million $189,000

Alternative D $120 million $108 million $162,000

Alternative E $140 million $126 million $189,000

Alternative F $140 million $126 million $189,000
1 Construction costs for Alternatives A and D range from $110 million to $120 million; Construction costs for Alternatives B, 
C, E, and F range from $130 million to $140 million. The maximum cost of each alternative was used to estimate income.

Construction-Related Business Disruptions
Businesses within the study area that are not acquired for the construction of improvements would likely be 
disrupted throughout construction. Disruptions would include constrained or revised access, traffic congestion, 
noise, fugitive dust, visual obstructions as a result of construction equipment, and temporary loss of parking. 
These inconveniences, although temporary, could result in a decrease in patronage and sales because residents 
would be less willing to negotiate the conditions on 1800 North. These impacts would be expected under 
Alternatives A through F.

Indirect Impacts
Effects to property values as a result of Alternatives A through F are likely to be both positive and negative. 
Typically, the value of residences located in close proximity to a major roadway or interchange is lower than 
those located several blocks away. The construction of the project in such close proximity to residences would 
be expected to lessen the appreciation in home values over time. In several locations, residential properties that 
currently front 1800 North would be acquired, exposing second row homes to the roadway. Since these homes 
are currently buffered from the roadway by another structure, declines in property value would be expected. 
The opposite is true for commercial properties where proximity to transportation facilities is a key determinant 
in the viability of the business.

Population and employment forecasts within the study area project continued growth through 2040 regardless 
of whether the project is constructed. As previously noted, there is limited land remaining in the area for 
development and with the exception of Falcon Hill (which is already planned), the focus of development will 
continue to be infill and re-development of existing uses. As a result the project would not be expected to 
induce growth. The new interchange with I-15 would be expected to support existing businesses in the study 
area and contribute to the success of commercial development that is already planned, including Falcon Hill.

Alternatives A through C would require approximately 2.1 acres of property from the north side of 1800 North 
between 300 West and Main Street. This property is currently zoned commercial about two parcels deep 
(200-ft). Selection of Alternatives A through C in this area would require an 80-ft strip from these north-side 
properties. Converting this property to roadway use would limit Sunset City’s ability to accommodate the 
planned commercial district along 1800 North without additional commercial zoning.

Alternatives D through F would require approximately 2.5 acres of property from the south side of 1800 North 
between 300 West and Main Street. However, on the south side, the parcels are much deeper (between 
300-ft and 500-ft) and converting this property to roadway use would likely not limit Sunset City’s ability to 
accommodate the planned commercial district.
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Another location in which future commercial development would be affected would be land adjacent to the 
Union Pacific Railroad, where an overpass is proposed under all of the alternatives. Developable land in this area 
would be less visible from the roadway and access would be restricted which could affect the redevelopment 
potential at these properties.

Impacts to future development plans and developable land are considerable because, as previously noted, there 
is very little land currently available for development within the study area. 

Conclusion
Impacts would be greatest within the City of Sunset where all of the business and nearly half of the residential 
displacements would occur. The indirect effects associated with planned commercial development within 
Sunset would be difficult to mitigate and would require that Sunset revise its plan and rezone additional land 
to accommodate future commercial development, under Alternatives A through C. However, this could have a 
positive effect on property values and revenues. Sunset is aware of these impacts and generally views the long-
term economic benefits associated with the improvements (such as, a more direct connection to the Falcon Hill 
Development, improved access to the interstate, and an increase in the demand for commercial activities along 
1800 North and Main Street) as outweighing the more immediate negative effects.

Overall, the increases in construction-related income and employment along with indirect employment are 
much larger than the estimated decreases in county income for Alternatives A through F. Alternative A results 
in the greatest number of business displacements (seven) and Alternative F results in the least number of 
business displacements (three). Aside from this difference, the economic impacts associated with the 1800 
North Alternatives are very similar and do not provide for a meaningful comparison between alternatives.

Mitigation
Project Commitments
During the design phase, develop a landscaping plan that will replace impacted landscaping and be consistent 
with the existing aesthetics of the corridor.

Incorporate the City of Sunset’s water delivery system into the final design to avoid disrupting sales to Hill Air 
Force Base.

Where minor impacts such as driveway reconstruction and parking lot reconfiguration may occur, the property 
and business owners will be consulted during the design phase to develop solutions that will best suit the 
property within the parameters of Alternatives A through F.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3 . 8  P E D E S T R I A N S  A N D  B I C Y C L I S T S
 

Pedestrian and Bicyclist considerations were analyzed in accordance 
with 23 U.S.C. 217: Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways. 
Specifically, these regulations state that transportation projects shall 
provide consideration for safety and contiguous routes for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Pedestrian facilities will comply with the American with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA).

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are defined as Class I, Class II, or Class III 
(see box to right).

3.8.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Existing Pedestrian and Bicyclist Facilities
Existing Class I facilities in the study area include (see  Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2):

•	 Denver and Rio Grande Western (D&RGW) Rail Trail. The D&RGW Rail 
Trail runs north/south along the old Denver and Rio Grande railroad corridor 
(at approximately 1000 West in Clinton) for approximately 22 miles from 
West Bountiful through Clinton.

•	 Powerline Park Trail. This trail begins just south of 1800 North in Powerline 
Park at approximately 1675 West. The trail connects to a quarter mile track 
and then continues south to 1300 North.

There is continuous sidewalk on both sides of 1800 North between 2000 West and 
Main Street, with the exception of the north side of 1800 North between 1500 West 
and approximately 1650 West.

Proposed Pedestrian and Bicyclist Facilities
The Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC) 2040 Regional Bicycle Plan identifies a Class II bicycle route on 
1800 North from west of 4500 West in Clinton to Main Street in Sunset (see Figure 3-15).

D&RGW Rail Trail

Facility Description

Class I
Typically considered a 
“trail” and separated 
from the roadway facility

Class II Dedicated bicycle lane

Class III
Shared travel lane with 
vehicles
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Figure 3-15 WFRC 2040 Regional Bicycle Plan
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School Walking Routes
There are four elementary schools (Clinton Elementary, Parkside Elementary, Fremont Elementary, and Sunset 
Elementary), a junior-high school (Sunset Junior High School), and a high school with boundaries within or 
adjacent to the 1800 North study corridor. Four designated school crossings cross the 1800 North corridor and 
two designated school crossings cross the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad. Several school walking routes are 
located along the 1800 North corridor (see Figure 3-16).

3.8.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Direct Impacts
The No-action Alternative would not involve any immediate construction of new pedestrian or bicycle facilities; 
however, it would include all of the planned bicycle facilities identified in the WFRC 2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP). All Class 2 and Class 3 bicycle routes and any pedestrian facilities that are proposed in connection 
with future roadways would be constructed as part of those projects, with Class 1 facilities that are proposed 
as separate from roadway projects being dependent upon project sponsorship and funding.

Indirect Impacts
There would be no indirect impacts to existing or planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities as a result of the 
No-action Alternative. 

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Alternatives A through F would not eliminate any existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities and would accommodate 
existing child access routing plans. 

Alternatives A through F would improve mobility and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists along the 1800 North 
corridor by providing for continuous sidewalk on both sides of 1800 North and by constructing a railroad 
overpass at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner railroad crossing (the railroad overpass would improve safety at 
the school crossing in this location). Additionally, the 12-ft shoulder that would be constructed as part of 
Alternatives A through F could accommodate bicycle usage.

1800 North would be widened under Alternatives A through F. The widened roadway would make it more 
difficult for pedestrians to cross 1800 North. At signalized intersections, signal timing may need to be adjusted 
to allow for the extra time it would take a pedestrian to cross the street.

Alternatives A through F would include widening the intersection at 1000 West/1800 North. This would impact 
approximately 60-ft of the existing D&RGW Rail Trail (see Sheet 4 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2); 
however, the existing connections to the sidewalks on the north and south sides of 1800 North would be 
maintained.
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Indirect Impacts
There would be no indirect impacts to existing or planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities as a result of 
Alternatives A through F.

Mitigation
UDOT will coordinate with the Davis County School District in regards to school walking routes during design 
and construction.
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3 . 9  A I R  Q U A L I T Y
 

This section describes the regulatory setting associated with air quality, the existing air quality conditions in the 
study area, the potential impacts that would result from the proposed build alternatives selected for detailed 
study in this EIS, and the mitigation measures that would be implemented to minimize impacts.

Air quality is assessed both on a regional and project level. The regional level analysis for this EIS includes Davis 
County, Utah. The project level analysis encompasses 1800 North from 2000 West to the immediate vicinity of 
I-15 and I-15 from the 5600 South Interchange to the 650 North Interchange.

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for airborne pollutants. The six criteria pollutants addressed in the NAAQS are carbon monoxide (CO), 
particulate matter, ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NOx), lead (Pb), and sulfer dioxide (SO2). Particulate matter is 
broken into two categories: particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and particulate 
matter with a diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). The current NAAQS are shown in Table 3-24 National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Table 3-24 National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant
Primary/ 

Secondary
Level Averaging Time Violation Determination

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Primary 9 ppm 8-hour Not to be exceeded more than once per year

35 ppm 1-hour

Lead (Pb) Primary/ 
Secondary

0.15 µg/m3 Rolling 3-Month 
Average

Not to be exceeded

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Primary/ 
Secondary

53 ppb Annual 98th percentile, averaged over 3 years

Primary 100 ppb 1-hour Annual mean

Particulate Matter (PM10) Primary/ 
Secondary

150 µg/m3 24-hour Not to be exceeded more than once per year 
on average over 3 years

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Primary 12 µg/m3 Annual Annual mean, averaged over 3 years

Secondary 15 µg/m3 Annual Annual mean, averaged over 3 years

Primary/ 
Secondary

35 µg/m3 24-hour 98th percentile, averaged over 3 years

Ozone (O3) Primary/ 
Secondary

0.075 ppm 8-hour Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hr 
concentration, averaged over 3 years

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Primary 75 ppb 1-hour 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum 
concentrations, averaged over 3 years

Secondary 0.5 ppm 3-hour Not to be exceeded more than once per year
Source: EPA (accessed January 9, 2013) (www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html)

Note: Units of measure for the standards are parts per million (ppm) by volume, parts per billion (ppb), and micrograms 
per cubic meter of air (µg/m3). Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of “sensitive” 
populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, 
including protection against decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

If the levels of the criteria air pollutants exceed the NAAQS, then the area is designated a non-attainment 
area and is required to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP sets allowable emissions levels to be 
met and identifies control strategies to meet the NAAQS for those specific criteria pollutants that experienced 
exceedances. All non-exempt federally funded projects must conform to the SIP. The Transportation Conformity 
Rule (40 C.F.R. parts 51 and 93) sets forth the standards and guidelines for determining conformity of a proposed 
transportation project with the SIP. 
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Air Toxics
In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are NAAQS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, 
non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary source (e.g., factories 
or refineries). Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. 
MSATs are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic compounds are 
present in fuel and are emitted into the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. 
Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. 
Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline. The seven compounds with 
significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers 
from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) are: 

•	 Acrolein
•	 Benzene
•	 1.3-butadiene
•	 Diesel exhaust particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM)
•	 Formaldehyde
•	 Naphthalene
•	 Polycyclic organic matter

Greenhouse Gases
The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern that is being addressed in several 
ways by the federal government. The transportation sector is the second-largest source of total greenhouse 
gases (GHGs) in the United States and the largest source of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, the predominant 
greenhouse gas. In 2004, the transportation sector was responsible for 31% of all CO2 emissions produced in 
the United States. The principal anthropogenic (human-made) source of carbon emissions is the combustion of 
fossil fuels, which account for about 80% of anthropogenic emissions of carbon worldwide. Almost all (98%) 
of transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions result from the consumption of petroleum products such 
as gasoline, diesel fuel, jet fuel, and other residual fuels.

3.9.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Climate
The study area is located in Davis County between the Great Salt Lake and the Wasatch Mountain range and 
is at an elevation of approximately 4,400 feet above sea level. To the east, the Wasatch Mountain range rises 
to near 9000 feet in elevation and acts as a barrier to eastward air flow. The Wasatch Mountain range also 
acts to encourage a higher percentage of precipitation along the Wasatch Front than would otherwise occur 
since moisture-laden clouds must shed a larger percentage of their moisture content in order to ascend over 
the mountains.

Davis County has a cold semi-arid climate, which means the climate can feature warm to hot summers and 
cold, sometimes very cold winters, as well as major temperature swings between day and night by as much as 
55 degrees Fahrenheit (F). The coldest temperatures in Davis County occur in January with an average low of 
20°F; whereas the hottest temperatures occur in July with an average high of 89°F. Annual precipitation levels 
average between 18 and 25 inches, with the month of May being the highest with an average of 2.7 inches 
and the month of July being the lowest with only 0.98 inches. It must be noted that due to Davis County’s 
bordering relationship with the Great Salt Lake, an occurrence called “Lake-Effect Snow” can produce above 
average snowfalls because cold winds from the west move across the long expanse of the Great Salt Lake’s 
warmer water, providing energy and picking up water vapor which freezes and is deposited onto the relatively 
narrow section of Davis County that is sandwiched between the Great Salt Lake to the west and the Wasatch 
Mountain Range to the east. This can lead to snow during the winter on the valley floor of Davis County of 
roughly 60 inches and on the high bench areas up to 90 inches average for the entire winter season. (http://
mura.daviscountyutah.gov/economic_development/business-development/languagecrimeclimate. Accessed 
on March 2, 2012)
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Attainment Status
The study area is located in Davis County, which has been designated as a non-attainment area for PM2.5 for 
the 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3. The new EPA designations under the 2008 8-hour ozone standard of 75 
ppm (released in April of 2012) classify Davis County as unclassifiable/attainment. The study area is not in a 
non-attainment area for CO, SO2, PM10 or NO2

Existing Air Quality Data 
The Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ) maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations throughout the 
area. In general, these monitoring stations are located where there are known air quality problems, usually 
in or near urban areas or close to specific emission sources. Other stations are located in remote areas to 
provide an indication of regional air pollution levels.  For the purposes of this analysis, two monitoring stations 
in relatively close proximity to the project area were used to compile air quality data: Bountiful Viewmont 
Monitoring Station 49-011-0004 (located at 171 West 1370 North, Bountiful) in Davis County and the Ogden 
#2 Monitoring Station 49-057-0002 (located at 228 East 32nd Street, Ogden) in Weber County.

Table 3-25 Summary of NAAQS Pollutant Concentrations at the Bountiful Viewmont Monitoring Station and 
the Ogden #2 Monitoring Station

Pollutant
2008 2009 2010 2011

Ogden #2 Bountiful Ogden #2 Bountiful Ogden #2 Bountiful Ogden #2 Bountiful

CO

8-hr 
(ppm)

2.0 -- 2.5 -- 2.4 -- 2.0 --

1-hr 
(ppm)

3.3 -- 4.3 -- 16.9 -- 28 --

NO2

1-hour
(ppb) 

NA NA NA NA 57.0 49.0 52.0 50.0

Annual 
(ppb)

22.5 18.0 21.8 17.5 17.64 13.61 16.07 12.54

O3

8-hr 
(ppm)

0.074 0.078 0.069 0.071 0.073 0.067 0.074 0.068

PM10

24-hr 
(µg/m3)

129 86 181 74 216 116 79 46

PM2.5

Annual  
(µg/m3)

9.90 10.18 10.31 10.08 9.17 9.0 9.06 8.39

24-hr 
(µg/m3)

42.7 25.8 39.1 43.8 42.1 43.5 43.8 33.7

SO2

1-hr 
(ppb)

-- NA -- NA -- 12.0 -- 8.0

Source: Utah DEQ website at http://www.airmonitoring.utah.gov/dataarchive/index.htm. Accessed on March 1, 2012 and 
October 31, 2012. 
Note: ppm=parts per million; µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meterrs; ppb=parts per billion.  Carbon monoxide 8-hour and 
1-hour concentrations represent the 1st highest daily maximum value.  Nitrogen dioxide concentrations represent  98th 
percentile values.  Ozone concentrations represent the 4th highest daily maximum value. PM10 concentrations represent the 
1st highest daily maximum value. The PM2.5 24-hour concentration represents the 98th percentile 24-hour value. The PM2.5 
annual concentration represents the arithmetic mean of 24-hour values.  Sulfer dioxide 1-hour concentrations represent the 
99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum values. 

3.9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Vehicle emission rates will continue to improve due to increasingly tougher EPA regulations regarding vehicle fuel 
efficiency, which will help to improve air quality in the study area. There would be no construction activities so 
there would be no temporary increase in particulate matter related to such activities.  The No-action Alternative 
would not result in changes to existing air quality conditions and trends.
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Alternatives A through F
Transportation Conformity
A regional level analysis looks at the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) applicable to the area in question to 
see that all of the projects included in the LRTP, including the proposed project, conform to the control strategies 
and emissions levels set in the SIP.  A project is said to conform to the SIP if it comes from a conforming LRTP 
and TIP; the design concept and scope have not changed significantly since the conformity determination for 
the LRTP and TIP from which the project is derived; the analyses used the latest planning assumptions and 
emission model; a hot-spot analysis was completed for projects of air quality concern; and there is compliance 
with control measures.   Conformity to an implementation plan means conformity to an implementation plan’s 
purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the national ambient air quality 
standards and achieving expeditious attainment of such standards and also that such activities will not:

(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area;
(ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area; or
(iii) delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or 
other milestones in any area.

 
All of the build alternatives (Alternatives A through F) include widening 1800 North, a grade-separated railroad 
crossing at 500 West, and a new I-15 interchange at 1800 North. There are no significant differences from the 
improvements included in the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s (WFRC) 2011-2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), which is a financially-constrained long range regional transportation plan. The WFRC prepared a 
Conformity Analysis For the WFRC 2040 Regional Transportation Plan dated May 26, 2011.  The WFRC also 
issued a conformity determination for the 2012-2107 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which referenced 
the Conformity Analysis for the 2040 RTP.  In the Conformity Analysis, WFRC determined that the RTP and 
the TIP conform to the SIP and the EPA’s guidelines for interim conformity for all applicable non-attainment 
or maintenance areas and pollutants. Therefore, Alternatives A through F meet the regional transportation 
conformity regulations. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5 )
The Conformity Analysis for the WFRC 2040 Regional Transportation Plan  included a discussion regarding 
the Salt Lake PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area (which includes Davis, Salt Lake, and portions of Weber, Tooele, and 
Box Elder Counties). Since the area does not have adequate or approved motor vehicle emissions budgets for 
PM2.5, WFRC used the no-greater-than baseline test to demonstrate conformity for PM2.5 and NOx (a precursor 
to PM2.5), which is one of two interim emissions tests that may be used in PM2.5 areas until budgets are found 
adequate or approved.  The baseline year is 2008.

In the Conformity Analysis, WFRC demonstrated that projected direct particle emissions of PM2.5 in the Salt Lake 
PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area (which includes Davis County) are less than 2008 levels and that emissions of NOx 
(a precursor to PM2.5) is also declining. See Tables 3-26 and 3-27. Table 3-26 demonstrates that projected mobile 
source emissions of NOx in the Salt Lake PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area are less than 2008 NOx emissions. Table 
3-27 demonstrates that projected direct particle emissions of PM2.5 in the Salt Lake PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area 
are also less than 2008 direct particle emissions. (Direct particle emissions include exhaust emissions of gasoline 
particulates, elemental carbon, organic carbon, and sulfates (SO4) as well as mechanical emissions from brake 
and tire wear.) 
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Table 3-26 Projected NOx Mobile Source Emissions in the Salt Lake PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area

Year 2015 2020 2030 2040

2008 Emissions (tons/day) 77.22 77.22 77.22 77.22

   Emission rate (grams/mile)  0.83 0.51 0.32 0.30

   Seasonal VMT 46,660,247 51,308,667 61,239,777 71,237,164

Projection* (tons/day) 42.93 28.79 21.57 23.88

Conformity (Projection < Budget) PASS PASS PASS PASS
Source: WFRC’s Air Quality Memorandum dated May 26, 2011
*Projection = Emission Rate x seasonal VMT, divided by 453.5 (pounds), divided by 2,000 (tons)

Table 3-27 Projected Direct Particle Emissions of PM2.5 in the Salt Lake PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area

Year 2015 2020 2030 2040

2008 Emissions (tons/day) 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16

   Emission rate (grams/mile) 0.0157 0.0134 0.0125 0.0123

   Seasonal VMT 46,660,247 51,308,667 61,239,777 71,237,164

Projection* (tons/day) 0.81 0.76 0.84 0.97

Conformity (Projection < Budget) PASS PASS PASS PASS
Source: Air Quality Memorandum dated May 26, 2011
*Projection = Emission Rate x seasonal VMT, divided by 453.5 (pounds), divided by 2,000 (tons)

From this demonstration, it is concluded that the RTP and the TIP meet the interim conformity guidelines for 
the Salt Lake PM2.5 Non-Attainment Area.

Project Level Analysis
Project level analysis for CO is performed when a project is located in a non-attainment area or in an area 
that was previously designated as non-attainment but has been subsequently redesignated as attainment, 
otherwise known as a maintenance area.  

Project level analysis for particulate matter is performed for projects of air quality concern located in a non-
attainment or maintenance area. Project level analysis may consist of either a qualitative or quantitative analysis 
or both.

Carbon Monoxide
The study area is located in an attainment area for CO; therefore, no project level (“hot spot”) is required under 
transportation conformity rules. However, in order to to disclose potential impacts, if any, at the project level, 
a project level analysis with respect to CO was performed in connection with this EIS for all of the alternatives.
 
The hot-spot analysis was performed using 1-hour CO concentrations from existing and projected traffic 
during 2040 PM peak hour time periods. From the 1-hour CO concentrations, the 8-hour concentrations are 
determined using the formula of CO8 = PF x (CO1-BG1) + BG8. The factors to be used in the formula are:

•	 CO8 = total 8-hour CO concentration
•	 PF = Persistency Factor (0.7)
•	 CO1 = total 1-hour CO concentration
•	 BG1 = 1-hour ambient background CO concentration
•	 BG8 = 8-hour ambient background CO concentration

The hot-spot analysis was performed for the intersections that have the highest traffic volumes in the study area 
(see Table 3-28). Two of these intersections are in Davis County and the third is located in Weber County.  The 
results of the hot-spot analysis are shown in Table 3-28. 
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Table 3-28 Hot-Spot Analysis for Selected Intersections Within the Study Area

Intersection 1-Hour CO Concentration (ppm*) 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm*)

1800 North and Main Street (Davis) 11.40 7.10

1800 North and 2000 West (Davis) 11.50 7.10

1900 West and 5600 South (Weber) 15.80 5.30

Ambient Background Levels** 8 (Davis) / 12 (Weber) 5 (Davis ) / 3 (Weber)

NAAQS 35 9
*parts per million
**Ambient background concentrations were obtained from the 2003 UDOT CAL3QHC Manual, prepared in consultation 
with the Utah Division of Air Quality

Particulate Matter
A project level “hot-spot” analysis for PM10 and PM2.5 is only required for a “project of air quality concern” 
(see 40 CFR Section 93.123(b)(1)). Projects of air quality concern are certain highway and transit projects that 
involve significant level of diesel vehicle traffic or any other project that is identified in the PM2.5 or PM10 SIP as 
a localized air quality concern, such as:

i) new or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or significant increase in diesel 
vehicles;
ii) projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a significant number of 
diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-Service D, E, or F because of increased traffic 
volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles related to the project; 
iii) new bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel vehicles 
congregating at a single location; 
iv) expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location and v) projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories 
of sites which are identified in the PM2.5 or PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation 
plan submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation; and
v) project in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the PM2.5 or 
PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as appropriate, as sites of 
violation or possible violation.

The study area is not in a non-attainment or maintenance area for PM10, but it is in a non-attainment area for 
PM2.5. Based on the March 10, 2006 rule (71 FR 12491), Alternatives A through F are not projects of air quality 
concern. The March 10, 2006 rule states that examples of projects of air quality concern are projects that are 
on a new highway or expressway that serves a  significant volume of diesel truck traffic, such as facilities with 
greater than 125,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) and 8% or more of such AADT is diesel truck traffic; 
new exit ramps and other highway facility improvements to connect a highway or expressway to a major 
freight, bus, or intermodal terminal; expansion of an existing highway or other facility that  affects a congested 
intersection (operated at Level-of-Service D, E, or F) that has a significant increase in the number of diesel 
trucks; and similar highway projects that involve a significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses 
and diesel trucks.

Currently, 1800 North has an average AADT of approximately 20,000 to 21,000 vpd and 1-3% truck traffic. 
Under Alternatives A through F, the AADT is expected to be 41,400 to 45,400 vpd and 2-3% truck traffic. 
The traffic volume levels and the truck traffic percentages for 1800 North are not comparable to the examples 
provided in the March 10, 2006 rule. Additionally, Alternatives A through F do not connect to a major freight, 
bus, or intermodal terminal nor do they involve a significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses 
and diesel trucks. Therefore, this project is not a project of air quality concern and does not require a hot-spot 
analysis for conformity purposes.
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Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)
MSATs were not quantitatively evaluated for this project because the relatively low traffic volumes in the vicinity 
of the proposed project would not meet FHWA’s threshold of 140,000 vehicles per day (vpd) for conducting a 
quantitative MSAT analysis. The average annual daily traffic volumes on 1800 North are expected to be 20,000 
to 21,000 vpd under the No-action Alternative, compared to  41,400 to 45,400 vpd under Alternatives A 
through F. 

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT 
emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in part 
from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions 
Among Transportation Project Alternatives, found at: www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/
msatemissions.htm.

For Alternatives A through F, the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). The VMT estimated for each of the alternatives is slightly higher than that for the No-action Alternative, 
because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from 
elsewhere in the transportation network (see Table 3-29). This increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT 
emissions for the proposed project along the highway corridor, along with a corresponding decrease in MSAT 
emissions along the parallel routes. 

Table 3-29 Comparison of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the Study Area 

Scenario Vehicle Miles Traveled in the Study Area

Baseline (2009) 1,688,356

No-action Alternative (2040) 2,619,165

Alternatives A through F (2040) 2,643,603

The emissions increase is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds; according 
to EPA’s MOVES2010b model, emissions of all of the priority MSAT decrease as speed increases.  Because 
the estimated VMT is the same for all of the alternatives due to the fact that the only real variance is the 
configuration of the proposed interchange on I-15, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in 
overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives. Also, emissions will likely be lower than present levels 
in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT 
emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050 (see Figure 3-17). 

Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth 
rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even 
after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in 
nearly all cases.
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Source: FHWA Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information 
representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control 
programs, meteorology, and other factors

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of Alternatives A through F would have the effect of moving 
some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under each alternative there may be 
localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher under the proposed project than the 
No-action Alternative. 

The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded 1800 
North corridor. There are several schools or preschools within ½ mile of 1800 North throughout the study area 
(i.e. Sunset Elementary, Sunset Junior High School, Clinton Elementary, Parkside Elementary). There are also 
several parks or outdoor sports facilities (i.e., Veteran’s Park, Powerline Park, Sunset City Central Park, Heritage 
Park, John G. White Park, Meadows Park) within one mile of the study area. However, on a regional basis, EPA’s 
vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in 
almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be substantially lower than today.

Figure 3-17 National MSAT Emission Trends 2010-2050 for Vehicles Operating on 
Roadways (Using EPA’s MOVES2010b Model)
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Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis
In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health impacts 
due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives. The outcome of 
such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process 
through assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly 
attributable to MSAT exposure associated with the proposed project. 

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air 
pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific 
statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process 
of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated 
Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in 
the environment and their potential to cause human health effects” (EPA, http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.
html). Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds 
and quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning 
perhaps an order of magnitude. 

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT, including 
the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures 
are cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including 
the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current 
environmental concentrations (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle 
emissions substantially decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion modeling; exposure 
modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each step in the process building on the model 
predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science 
that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. 
These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable 
assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects 
emissions rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable. 

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near roadways; 
to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and to establish the 
extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information needed is unavailable.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSAT 
because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the general 
population, a concern expressed by HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282). As a result, there is 
no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT 
compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA (http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g ) and 
the HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for quantitative risk 
assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the process 
used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more stringent controls are required 
in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental 
effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene 
emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine 
an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 
100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the 
number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory 
two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in 
some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as 
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approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework. Information is incomplete 
or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than 
deemed acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted difference 
in health impacts between alternatives, including the No-action Alternative, is likely to be much smaller than 
the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would 
not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information against project benefits, such as 
reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are 
better suited for quantitative analysis. 

Greenhouse Gases
Climate change is an important national and global concern.  While the earth has gone through many natural 
changes in climate in its history, there is general agreement that the earth’s climate is currently changing at 
an accelerated rate and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future.  Anthropogenic (human-caused) 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions contribute to this rapid change.  Carbon dioxide (CO2) makes up the largest 
component of these GHG emissions.  Other prominent transportation GHGs include methane (CH4) and nitrous 
oxide (N2O).

Many GHGs occur naturally.  Water vapor is the most abundant GHG and makes up approximately two thirds 
of the natural greenhouse effect.  However, the burning of fossil fuels and other human activities are adding to 
the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere.  Many GHGs remain in the atmosphere for time periods ranging 
from decades to centuries.  GHGs trap heat in the earth’s atmosphere.  Because atmospheric concentration 
of GHGs continues to climb, our planet will continue to experience climate-related phenomena.  For example, 
warmer global temperatures can cause changes in precipitation and sea levels.  

To date, no national standards have been established regarding GHGs, nor has EPA established criteria or 
thresholds for ambient GHG emissions pursuant to its authority to establish motor vehicle emission standards 
for CO2 under the Clean Air Act.  However, there is a considerable body of scientific literature addressing the 
sources of GHG emissions and their adverse effects on climate, including reports from the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change, the US National Academy of Sciences, and EPA and other Federal agencies.  GHGs 
are different from other air pollutants evaluated in Federal environmental reviews because their impacts are 
not localized or regional due to their rapid dispersion into the global atmosphere, which is characteristic of 
these gases.  The affected environment for CO2 and other GHG emissions is the entire planet.  In addition, from 
a quantitative perspective, global climate change is the cumulative result of numerous and varied emissions 
sources (in terms of both absolute numbers and types), each of which makes a relatively small addition to global 
atmospheric GHG concentrations.  In contrast to broad scale actions such as actions involving an entire industry 
sector or very large geographic areas, it is difficult to isolate and understand the GHG emissions impacts for 
a particular transportation project.  Furthermore, presently there is no scientific methodology for attributing 
specific climatological changes to a particular transportation project’s emissions.  

Under NEPA, detailed environmental analysis should be focused on issues that are significant and meaningful 
to decision-making.1   FHWA has concluded, based on the nature of GHG emissions and the exceedingly small 
potential GHG impacts of the proposed action, as discussed below and shown in Table 3-30, that the GHG 
emissions from the proposed action will not result in “reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on 
the human environment” (40 CFR 1502.22(b)).  The GHG emissions from the project build alternatives will 
be insignificant, and will not play a meaningful role in a determination of the environmentally preferable 
alternative or the selection of the preferred alternative.  More detailed information on GHG emissions “is not 
essential to a reasoned choice among reasonable alternatives” (40 CFR 1502.22(a)) or to making a decision 
in the best overall public interest based on a balanced consideration of transportation, economic, social, and 
environmental needs and impacts ( 23 CFR 771.105(b)).  For these reasons, no alternatives-level GHG analysis 
has been performed for this project.

1 See 40 CFR 1500.1(b), 1500.2(b), 1500.4(g), and 1501.7 
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The context in which the emissions from the proposed project will occur, together with the expected GHG 
emissions contribution from the project, illustrate why the project’s GHG emissions will not be significant and 
will not be a substantial factor in the decision-making.  The transportation sector is the second largest source 
of total GHG emissions in the U.S., behind electricity generation.  The transportation sector was responsible 
for approximately 27 percent of all anthropogenic (human caused) GHG emissions in the U.S. in 2009.2   The 
majority of transportation GHG emissions are the result of fossil fuel combustion.  CO2 makes up the largest 
component of these GHG emissions.  U.S. CO2 emissions from the consumption of energy accounted for about 
18 percent of worldwide energy consumption CO2 emissions in 2009.3  U.S. transportation CO2 emissions 
accounted for about 6 percent of worldwide CO2 emissions.4   

While the contribution of GHGs from transportation in the U.S. as a whole is a large component of U.S. GHG 
emissions, as the scale of analysis is reduced the GHG contributions become quite small.  Using CO2 because 
of its predominant role in GHG emissions, Table 3-30 below presents the relationship between current and 
projected Utah highway CO2 emissions and total global CO2 emissions, as well as information on the scale of 
the project relative to statewide travel activity. 

Based on emissions estimates from EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) model5 and global CO2 
estimates and projections from the Energy Information Administration, CO2 emissions from motor vehicles in 
the entire state of Utah contributed less than one tenth of one percent of global emissions in 2010 (0.0438%).  
These emissions are projected to contribute an even smaller fraction (0.0330%) in 2040.6  Vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) in the project study area currently represents 2.56% of total Utah travel activity; and the project itself 
would increase statewide VMT by 0.022%.   (Note that the project study area, as defined for the MSAT analysis, 
includes travel on many other roadways in addition to the proposed project.)  As a result, based on the build 
alternative with the highest VMT7 , FHWA estimates that the proposed project could result in a potential 
increase in global CO2 emissions in 2040 of 0.000007% (less than one thousandth of one percent), and a 
corresponding increase in Utah’s share of global emissions in 2040 of 0.003%.   This very small change in global 
emissions is well within the range of uncertainty associated with future emissions estimates.89    

2  Calculated from data in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks, 1990-2009.
 
3 Calculated from data in U.S. Energy Information Administration International Energy Statistics, Total Carbon Dioxide Emissions from the 
Consumption of Energy, http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=90&pid=44&aid=8, accessed 9/12/11. 

4 Calculated from data in EIA figure 104: http://205.254.135.24/oiaf/ieo/graphic_data_emissions.html and EPA table ES-3: http://epa.gov/
climatechange/emissions/downloads11/US-GHG-Inventory-2011-Executive-Summary.pdf. 

5 http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/index.htm.  EPA’s MOVES model can be used to estimate vehicle exhaust emissions of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other GHGs.  CO2 is frequently used as an indicator of overall transportation GHG emissions because the quantity of 
these emissions is much larger than that of all other transportation GHGs combined, and because CO2 accounts for 90-95% of the overall 
climate impact from transportation sources.  MOVES includes estimates of both emissions rates and VMT, and these were used to estimate 
the Utah statewide highway emissions in Table 3-30.

6 Utah emissions represent a smaller share of global emissions in 2040 because global emissions increase at a faster rate.
 
7 Selected to represent a “worst case” for purposes of this comparison; in this case, there is no appreciable difference in VMT among the 
build alternatives. 
8 For example, Figure 114 of the Energy Information Administration’s International Energy Outlook 2010 shows that future emissions 
projections can vary by almost 20%, depending on which scenario for future economic growth proves to be most accurate. 

9 When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human environment in an environmental impact 
statement and there is incomplete or unavailable information, the agency is required make clear that such information is lacking (40 CFR 
1502.22).  The methodologies for forecasting GHG emissions from transportation projects continue to evolve and the data provided should 
be considered in light of the constraints affecting the currently available methodologies.  As previously stated, tools such as EPA’s MOVES 
model can be used to estimate vehicle exhaust emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other GHGs.  However, only rudimentary information 
is available regarding the GHG emissions impacts of highway construction and maintenance.  Estimation of GHG emissions from vehicle 
exhaust is subject to the same types of uncertainty affecting other types of air quality analysis, including imprecise information about 
current and future estimates of vehicle miles traveled, vehicle travel speeds, and the effectiveness of vehicle emissions control technology. 
Finally, there presently is no scientific methodology that can identify causal connections between individual source emissions and specific 
climate impacts at a particular location. 
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Table 3-30 Statewide and Project Emissions Potential, Relative to Global Totals

Global CO2 
Emissions 

(MMT)

Utah Motor Vehicle 
CO2 Emissions 

(MMT)*

Utah Motor Vehicle 
Emissions (%of 
Global Total)**

Project Study 
Area VMT (% of 
Statewide VMT)

Percent Change 
in Statewide VMT 

Due to Project

Current 
Conditions 
(2010)

29,670 13.0 0.0438% 0.026% NA

Future 
Projection 
(2040)

45,500 15.0 0.0330% 0.024% -0.002%

Table notes:  MMT = million metric tons.  Global emissions estimates are from International Energy Outlook 2010, data for 

Figure 104, projected to 2040.  Utah emissions and statewide VMT estimates are from MOVES2010b.  

*These estimates are from the EIA’s International Energy Outlook 2010, and are considered the best-available projections of emissions 

from fossil fuel combustion.  These totals do not include other sources of emissions, such as cement production, deforestation, or natural 

sources; however, reliable future projections for these emissions sources are not available.

** MOVES projections suggest that Utah motor vehicle CO2 emissions may increase by 15.5% between 2010 and 2040; more stringent 

fuel economy/GHG emissions standards will not be sufficient to offset projected growth in VMT.

Mitigation for Global GHG Emissions 
To help address the global issue of climate change, USDOT is committed to reducing GHG emissions from 
vehicles traveling on our nation’s highways.  USDOT and EPA are working together to reduce these emissions by 
substantially improving vehicle efficiency and shifting toward lower carbon intensive fuels.  The agencies have 
jointly established new, more stringent fuel economy and first ever GHG emissions standards for model year 
2012-2025 cars and light trucks, with an ultimate fuel economy standard of 54.5 miles per gallon for cars and 
light trucks by model year 2025.  Further, on September 15, 2011, the agencies jointly published the first ever 
fuel economy and GHG emissions standards for heavy-duty trucks and buses.10   Increasing use of technological 
innovations that can improve fuel economy, such as gasoline- and diesel-electric hybrid vehicles, will improve 
air quality and reduce CO2 emissions future years.

Consistent with its view that broad-scale efforts hold the greatest promise for meaningfully addressing the global 
climate change problem, FHWA is engaged in developing strategies to reduce transportation’s contribution to 
GHGs—particularly CO2 emissions—and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate 
change.  In an effort to assist States and MPOs in performing GHG analyses, FHWA has developed a Handbook 
for Estimating Transportation GHG Emissions for Integration into the Planning Process. The Handbook presents 
methodologies reflecting good practices for the evaluation of GHG emissions at the transportation program 
level, and will demonstrate how such evaluation may be integrated into the transportation planning process.  
FHWA has also developed a tool for use at the statewide level to model a large number of GHG reduction 
scenarios and alternatives for use in transportation planning, climate action plans, scenario planning exercises, 
and in meeting state GHG reduction targets and goals. To assist states and MPOs in assessing climate change 
vulnerabilities to their transportation networks, FHWA has developed a draft vulnerability and risk assessment 
conceptual model and has piloted it in several locations.

At the State level, project planning activities are key to reducing GHG from highway projects, and mitigation of 
GHGs. To this end, Utah has identified measures to mitigate emissions from transportation projects, including 
reduction of VMT programs (telecommuting and mass transit, ridesharing), and idling reduction programs for 
school buses and heavy-duty trucks. 

Even though project-level mitigation measures will not have a substantial impact on global GHG emissions 
because of the exceedingly small amount of GHG emissions involved, good construction practices will be 
implemented construction that will have the effect of reducing GHG emissions.  These measures are set forth 
in the paragraphs regaridng construction-related impacts below.  These activities are part of a program-wide 
effort by FHWA to adopt practical means to avoid and minimize environmental impacts in accordance with 40 
CFR 1505.2(c).

10 For more information on fuel economy proposals and standards, see the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy website: http://www.nhtsa.gov/fuel-economy/. 
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Summary
This document does not incorporate an analysis of the GHG emissions or climate change effects of each of 
the alternatives because the potential change in GHG emissions is very small in the context of the affected 
environment.  Because of the insignificance of the GHG impacts, those impacts will not be meaningful to a 
decision on the environmentally preferable alternative or to a choice among alternatives.  As outlined above, 
FHWA is working to develop strategies to reduce transportation’s contribution to GHGs—particularly CO2 
emissions—and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate change. FHWA will 
continue to pursue these efforts as productive steps to address this important issue.  Finally, the construction 
best practices described above represent practicable project-level measures that, while not substantially 
reducing global GHG emissions, may help reduce GHG emissions on an incremental basis and could contribute 
in the long term to meaningful cumulative reduction when considered across the Federal-aid highway program.

Construction-Related Impacts
Particulate matter emissions from construction activities are usually local and short-term and last only for the 
duration of the construction period. Construction activity may also generate a temporary increase in MSAT 
emissions, especially for long-term construction projects.

The project will include strategies that reduce engine activity or reduce emissions per unit of operating time, 
such as reducing the numbers of trips and extended idling. Operational agreements that reduce or redirect 
work or shift times to avoid community exposures can have positive benefits when sites are near populated 
areas.

Construction emissions for particulate matter will be minimized through good construction practices such as 
watering exposed surfaces, minimizing the amount of exposed and disturbed surfaces, minimizing construction 
equipment and vehicle speeds, and properly maintaining vehicle engines.

The Utah Air Quality Rules require a dust-control plan from all sources whose activities or equipment could 
produce fugitive dust or airborne dust. A dust-control plan will be prepared for the construction phase of the 
proposed project. Dust-control measures could include planting vegetative cover, providing synthetic covers, 
and watering and/or chemically stabilizing unpaved haul roads.

Conclusion
Alternatives A through F would not result in new violations of the NAAQS, increases in the frequency or severity 
of existing violations of the NAAQS, or delays in attaining the NAAQS. Therefore, no harmful health effects are 
expected as a result of this project. 

Mitigation
No mitigation is required.
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3 . 1 0  N O I S E
 

A preliminary noise analysis was completed in accordance with 23 CFR §772 and the UDOT Noise Abatement 
Policy, last revised January 10, 2012 (see Appendix A). The preliminary noise analysis is summarized below.

3.10.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Traffic noise levels are measured in A-weighted 
decibels (dBA), which most closely approximate 
the way the human ear hears sounds at different 
frequencies (see Figure 3-18). Since traffic noise 
varies over time, the sound levels for this EIS 
are expressed as “equivalent levels” or Leq, 
representing the average sound level over a one 
hour period of time. Unless noted otherwise, all 
sound levels in this EIS are expressed in the hourly 
equivalent noise level.

UDOT has established Noise Abatement Criteria 
for several categories of land use activities (see 
Table 3-31). UDOT’s noise criteria is based on 
noise levels that are considered to be an impact to 
nearby property owners, also known as receptors. 
Receptor locations are selected based on exterior 
areas where frequent human use occurs. Typically, 
noise receptor locations are chosen at areas 
between the right-of-way line and buildings 
where frequent human activity occurs, such as a 
patio, pool, or play area in the yard of a home.

UDOT has developed a Noise Abatement Policy 
for transportation projects, which conforms to 
FHWA noise abatement requirements outlined 
in 23 CFR §772. UDOT’s Noise Abatement Policy, 
last revised January 10, 2012, states that a traffic 
noise impact occurs when either 1) the future 
worst case noise level is equal to or greater than 
the UDOT Noise Abatement Criteria for specified 
land use categories or, 2) the future worst case 
noise level is greater than or equal to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise level. Noise levels were 
determined using the greatest hourly traffic noise conditions likely to occur on a regular basis - at or near Level-
of-Service (LOS) C conditions. LOS C conditions occur when traffic is free-flowing and truck volumes and vehicle 
speeds are the greatest.

Table 3-31 Noise Abatement Criteria

Activity Category Leq (h) Activity Description

A 56 (Exterior)
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve 
an important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is 
essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B 66 (Exterior) Residential.

C 66 (Exterior)

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day 
care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of 
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional 
structures, radio studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, 
schools, television studios, trails and trail crossings.
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Activity Category Leq (h) Activity Description

D 51 (Interior)
Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of 
worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, 
radio studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios.

E 71 (Exterior)
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties 
or activities not included in A-D or F.

F ---

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging, 
maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, 
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment, electrical), and 
warehousing.

G --- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.
Source: UDOT Noise Abatement Policy

Activity Categories F and G include lands that are not sensitive to traffic noise. There are no impact criteria for 
these land use types and an analysis of noise impacts is not required. Noise impact and abatement analyses will 
include lands within Land Use Activity Categories A, B, C, D, and E (see Table 3-31) only when development 
exists or has been permitted (formal building permit issued before the date of the final environmental decision 
document). 

Land use along the corridor consists primarily of residential, commercial, and recreational development.

Existing Noise Levels
The primary source of noise in the study area is automobile and truck traffic from 1800 North, I-15, and other 
streets in the study area. Existing traffic noise levels for each receptor in the study area were calculated using 
the Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 2.5 software using existing conditions (travel lane configurations and traffic 
volumes). On-site measurements were made to verify the accuracy of the model and are shown in Table 3-32 
and the Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2.

Existing modeled noise levels range from 51 dBA to 74 dBA, with an average existing noise level of about 62 
dBA.

Table 3-32 Existing Noise Levels at Noise Measurement Sites

Noise
Measurement

Site #
Location

Field 
Measurements

Leq
TNM Output Leq Difference

1 1633 West 1800 North (Residence) 66.9 dBA 66.2 dBA 0.7 dBA

2 1604 West 1800 North (Residence) 66.9 dBA 67.2 dBA 0.3 dBA

3 LDS Church at 1400 West/1800 North 64.3 dBA 63.9 dBA 0.4 dBA

4 Park at 1000 West/1800 North 64.0 dBA 65.3 dBA 1.3 dBA

5 658 West 1800 North (Residence) 67.8 dBA 66.9 dBA 0.9 dBA

6 568 West 1800 North (Residence) 67.4 dBA 67.0 dBA 0.4 dBA

7 LDS Church at 300 West/1800 North 64.8 dBA 64.2 dBA 0.6 dBA

8 Park at 100 West/1800 North 67.3 dBA 66.7 dBA 0.6 dBA

 
3.10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Noise levels for the No-action Alternative would generally be the same as existing conditions.
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Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Alternatives A through F include:

•	 Construction of additional travel lanes on 1800 North, in both the eastbound and westbound directions
•	 Construction of a grade separated railroad crossing on 1800 North over the existing railroad tracks
•	 Construction of a new interchange at I-15 and 1800 North
•	 Improvements at the 1800 North intersections of Main Street and 2000 West

These improvements would increase noise levels in the study area. Projected traffic noise levels for each receptor 
in the study area were calculated using TNM 2.5 software using build conditions (travel lane configurations and 
traffic volumes). Worst case scenario noise levels, for Alternatives A through F, range from 55.6 dBA to 74 dBA, 
with an average noise level of about 65 dBA. 

See Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2 for Alternatives A through F noise impacts, and Table 3-33 for a summary 
of Alternatives A through F noise levels.

Table 3-33 Summary of Alternatives A through F Noise Levels

Alternative
# of Receptors 

Evaluated

# of Receptors that 
Exceed the Noise 

Abatement Criteria

# of Receptors with 
10 dBA Increase over 
Existing Noise Levels

Total # of Noise 
Impacts

Alternative A 360 113 1 114

Alternative B 362 159 1 160

Alternative C 362 161 1 162

Alternative D 368 112 1 113

Alternative E 370 164 1 165

Alternative F 370 164 1 165

Noise Level Comparison
Table 3-34 shows a summary of existing, No-action Alternative, and Alternative A through F noise levels for 
each noise measurement site. Shaded cells indicate noise impacts, as defined by the UDOT Noise Abatement 
Policy.

Table 3-34 Summary of Existing and Projected Noise Levels

Measurement
Site #

Location
Existing

Hourly Leq
Alternative A – C Alternative D – F

1
1633 West 1800 
North (Residence)

66.2 dBA 71.8 dBA 71.8 dBA

2
1604 West 1800 
North (Residence)

67.2 dBA
Receptor removed as 

part of widening
Receptor removed as 

part of widening

3
LDS Church at 1400 

West/1800 North
63.9 dBA 71.6 dBA 71.6 dBA

4
Park at 1000 

West/1800 North
65.3 dBA 71.1 dBA 71.1 dBA

5
658 West 1800 North 

(Residence)
66.9 dBA

Receptor removed as 
part of widening

Receptor removed as 
part of widening

6
568 West 1800 North 

(Residence)
67.0 dBA

Receptor removed as 
part of widening

Receptor removed as 
part of widening

7
LDS Church at 300 
West/1800 North

64.2 dBA
Receptor removed as 

part of widening
72.0 dBA

8
Park at 100 

West/1800 North
66.7 dBA 73.6 dBA

Receptor removed as 
part of widening
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Indirect Impacts
No indirect noise impacts as a result of Alternatives A through F are expected.

Noise Abatement Analysis
According to UDOT’s Noise Abatement Policy, specific conditions must be met before traffic noise abatement 
is implemented as part of Alternatives A through F (noise abatement is not considered for the No-action 
Alternative). Noise mitigation must be considered feasible and reasonable. Some of the factors considered 
when determining if mitigation is feasible and reasonable include, but are not limited to, the following:

•	 Engineering Considerations: Engineering considerations such as safety, presence of cross streets, 
sight distance, access to adjacent properties, barrier height, topography, drainage, utilities, maintenance 
access and maintenance of the abatement measure must be taken into account as part of establishing 
feasibility. 

•	 Safety on Urban Non-Access Controlled Roadways: To avoid a damaged wall from becoming a 
safety hazard, in the event of a failure, wall height shall be no greater than the distance from the back 
of curb to the face of proposed wall.

•	 Noise Abatement Design Goal: Every reasonable effort should be made to obtain substantial noise 
reductions. UDOT defines the minimum noise reduction (design goal) from proposed abatement 
measures to be 8 dBA or greater for at least 75% of front-row receptors.

•	 Cost Effectiveness: The cost used to determine reasonable mitigation for Activity Category B is 
$30,000 per benefited receptor. (A benefited receptor is a noise-sensitive receptor that is predicted 
to receive a minimum of 8 dBA of noise reduction as a result of noise abatement.) The cost used to 
determine reasonable mitigation for Activity Categories A, C, D, or E is $360 per linear foot.

•	 Viewpoints of Property Owners and Residents: As part of the final design phase, public balloting 
would take place if noise abatement measures appear to meet the criteria outlined in UDOT’s Noise 
Abatement Policy. 

Under UDOT’s Noise Abatement Policy, only Type I projects are eligible for noise abatement measures. Type I 
projects are projects that include any of the following: the construction of a highway at a new location, the 
physical alteration of an existing highway that substantially alters its alignment, the addition of a through traffic 
lane, the addition of an auxiliary lane, or the addition or relocation of interchange lanes or ramps. Alternatives 
A through F are Type I projects so noise abatement was considered. The types of noise mitigation measures 
considered for Alternatives A through F included:

•	 Traffic management measures
•	 Noise barriers
•	 Noise insulation of Activity Category D land use facilities

Traffic Management Measures
Traffic management measures include reducing speed or signing for the restriction of compression brakes. 
According to the Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance report produced by 
FHWA, a reduction in speed of more than 20 mph is necessary for a noticeable decrease in noise levels. 
Therefore, speed reduction is not a viable abatement measure for this project because it is not consistent with 
the roadway classification. 
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Noise Barriers
Noise Walls
Openings in noise walls for driveway connections or intersecting streets destroy the effectiveness of the walls. 
Therefore, impacted receptors with direct access onto 1800 North do not qualify for noise walls. The majority 
of receptors in the study area have either direct access onto 1800 North, or are adjacent to intersecting streets. 
Therefore, only a few areas along 1800 North qualify for noise wall analysis. These areas include the area near 
the proposed railroad overpass, where access is limited, and for Alternatives A through C, the area on the north 
side of 1800 North between 75 West and 200 West.

Noise walls were also considered along I-15 because construction of the proposed interchanges under 
Alternatives A through F would substantially alter the horizontal and/or vertical alignments of I-15. Potential 
noise walls are discussed below, refer to the noise analysis in Appendix A for more detail.

Railroad Grade Separation South Wall
This wall would be located on the south side of 1800 North at the back of the sidewalk on the raised profile 
for the railroad grade separation (see Figures 3-19 and 3-20). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives A through 
F (see Tables 3-35 and 3-36 and noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would 
not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not 
considered feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-35 Railroad Structure South Wall, Alternatives A through C

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

2,132

6 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

7 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

8 1 6.7% No N/A 1 N/A No No

9* 2 13.3% No N/A 2 N/A No No
*The barrier height in this area was limited to 9-ft, as per the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy which states that a wall height 
shall be no greater than the distance from the back of curb to the face of the proposed wall. This distance would be 9-ft.

Table 3-36 Railroad Structure South Wall, Alternatives D through F

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

2,132

6 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

7 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

8 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

9 1 6.7% No N/A 1 N/A No No
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Railroad Grade Separation North Wall
This wall would be located on the north side of 1800 North at the back of the sidewalk on the raised profile 
for the railroad grade separation (see Figures 3-19 and 3-20). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives A through 
F (see Tables 3-37 and 3-38 and noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would 
not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not 
considered feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-37 Railroad Structure North Wall, Alternatives A through C

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

2,185

6 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

7 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

8 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

9 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

Table 3-38 Railroad Structure North Wall, Alternatives D through F

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

2,185

6 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

7 1 7.7% No N/A 1 N/A No No

8 2 15.4% No N/A 2 N/A No No

9 2 15.4% No N/A 2 N/A No No
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Figure 3-19 Railroad Structure South Wall and North Wall, Alternatives A through C
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Figure 3-20 Railroad Structure South Wall and North Wall, Alternatives D through F
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200 West Wall, Alternatives A through C
This wall would be located on the north side of 1800 North between 75 West and 200 West (see Figure 3-21). 
For Alternatives A through C, 1800 North would be shifted north, east of 250 West. As a result, the homes 
on the north side would be removed, and the next row of homes would be exposed to greater noise impacts 
which could potentially be benefited by a noise wall. Alternatives D through F would shift 1800 North to the 
south, and the existing homes would remain. Noise walls were not considered for Alternative D through F, 
because existing driveway connections would destroy the effectiveness of a wall (see noise analysis in Appendix 
A). According to FHWA’s TNM, the 200 West Wall (Alternatives A through C) would not reduce noise levels by 
8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative (see Table 3-39). Therefore, this wall is not considered 
feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-39 200 West Wall, Alternatives A through C

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

528

6 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

7 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

8 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

9 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No
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Figure 3-21 Railroad Structure North Wall, Alternatives A through C
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I-15 SE Wall, Alternatives A and D
Alternatives A and D include the relocation of I-15, to the east, and the construction of a new interchange. 
The I-15 SE Wall, Alternatives A and D would be located along the east side of I-15 and the NB exit ramp, and 
south of 1800 North (see Figure 3-22). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives A and D (see Table 3-40 and 
noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 
75% of front row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not considered feasible and reasonable 
according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-40 I-15 SE Wall, Alternatives A and D

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

1500

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 1 16.7% No N/A 1 N/A No No

17 4 66.7% No N/A 4 N/A No No

I-15 SW Wall, Alternatives A and D
Alternatives A and D include the relocation of I-15, to the east, and the construction of a new interchange. The 
I-15 SW Wall, Alternatives A and D would be located along the west side of I-15 and the SB entrance ramp, 
and south of 1800 North (see Figure 3-22). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives A and D (see Table 3-41 and 
noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 
75% of front row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not considered feasible and reasonable 
according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-41 I-15 SW Wall, Alternatives A and D

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

3727

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

17 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No
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I-15 NW Wall, Alternatives A and D
Alternatives A and D include the relocation of I-15, to the east, and the construction of a new interchange. I-15 
NW Wall, Alternatives A and D would be located along the west side of I-15 and the SB exit ramp, and north of 
1800 North (see Figure 3-22). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives A and D (see Table 3-42 and noise analysis 
in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front 
row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not considered feasible and reasonable according to 
the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-42 I-15 NW Wall, Alternatives A and D

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

3600

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

17 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No
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Figure 3-22 I-15 SE Wall, I-15 SW Wall, and I-15 NW Wall, Alternatives A and D
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I-15 SE Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F
Alternatives B, C, E, and F include the reconstruction of I-15, to raise the profile over 1800 North. It also 
includes the construction of an interchange, with SB ramps crossing under I-15 to converge with the NB ramps 
on the east side of I-15. The I-15 SE Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F would be located along the east side of 
I-15 and the NB exit ramp, and south of 1800 North (see Figure 3-23). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives 
B, C, E, and F (see Table 3-43 and noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would 
not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not 
considered feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-43 I-15 SE Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

4401

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

17 1 14.3% No N/A 1 N/A No No

I-15 SW Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F
Alternatives B, C, E, and F include the reconstruction of I-15, to raise the profile over 1800 North. It also includes 
the construction of an interchange, with SB ramps crossing under I-15 to converge with the NB ramps on the 
east side of I-15. The I-15 SW Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F would be located along the west side of I-15 and 
the SB entrance ramp, and south of the ramp structure crossing beneath I-15 (see Figure 3-23). This wall was 
analyzed for Alternatives B, C, E, and F (see Table 3-44 and noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s 
TNM, this wall would not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative. 
Therefore, this wall is not considered feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-44 I-15 SW Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

3100

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

17 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No
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I-15 NW Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F
Alternatives B, C, E, and F include the reconstruction of I-15, to raise the profile over 1800 North. It also includes 
the construction of an interchange, with SB ramps crossing under I-15 to converge with the NB ramps on the 
east side of I-15. The I-15 NW Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F would be located along the west side of I-15 
and the SB exit ramp, and north of the ramp structure crossing beneath I-15 (see Figure 3-23). This wall was 
analyzed for Alternatives B, C, E, and F (see Table 3-45 and noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s 
TNM, this wall would not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative. 
Therefore, this wall is not considered feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-45 I-15 NW Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

3164

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

17 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

I-15 West Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F
Alternatives B, C, E, and F include the reconstruction of I-15, to raise the profile over 1800 North. It also includes 
the construction of an interchange, with SB ramps crossing under I-15 to converge with the NB ramps on the 
east side of I-15. The I-15 West Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F would be located along the west side of I-15 
between the SB exit ramp and the SB entrance ramp (see Figure 3-23). This wall was analyzed for Alternatives 
B, C, E, and F (see Table 3-46 and noise analysis in Appendix A). According to FHWA’s TNM, this wall would 
not reduce noise levels by 8 dBA to 75% of front row receptors for any alternative. Therefore, this wall is not 
considered feasible and reasonable according to the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy.

Table 3-46 I-15 West Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F

Barrier 
Length 
(feet)

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)

# of 
First-Row 
Benefited

% of 
First-Row 
Benefited

Meets Noise 
Abatement 

Goal?
Cost

# of 
Benefited 
Receptors

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor

Meets 
Cost 

Criteria?

Is Barrier 
Feasible and 
Reasonable?

3772

12 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

13 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

14 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

15 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

16 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No

17 0 0.0% No N/A 0 N/A No No!
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Figure 3-23 I-15 SE Wall, I-15 SW Wall, I-15 NW Wall, and I-15 West Wall, Alternatives B, C, E, and F
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Non-Residential Noise Walls
The receptors at Sunset Central Park, Clinton Elementary School, and church buildings along 1800 North have 
noise impacts of at least 66 dBA. Noise walls were limited by driveway openings and cross streets for the church 
buildings and elementary school. Noise walls were evaluated at Sunset Central Park for all alternatives, but 
were unable to reduce noise levels by 8 dBA. Therefore a noise wall is not considered feasible and reasonable 
at this location.

Construction of Berms and Landscaping
As indicated in the previous section, noise walls were not considered feasible or reasonable under the UDOT 
Noise Abatement Policy; therefore, berms, which would provide similar noise abatement benefits, would also 
not be considered feasible or reasonable. 

Vegetation must be extremely dense and at least 100 feet thick (according to FHWA’s June 1995 Highway 
Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance) in order to achieve noticeable noise reduction by 
itself. The construction of landscaping for noise mitigation is not reasonable because of the environmental 
impacts, relocations, and cost associated with the large amount of extra right-of-way that would be required.

Noise Insulation of Activity Category D Land Use Facilities
The UDOT Noise Abatement Policy states that noise insulation of Activity Category D Land Use facilities will be 
considered as a noise abatement measure when determined reasonable and feasible. The interior noise levels 
of any Activity Category D Land Uses in the study area (churches, schools, etc.) are not expected to reach the 
51 dBA threshold for the consideration of noise abatement under Alternatives A through F.

Mitigation
Noise walls were analyzed in four locations along 1800 North and on both sides of I-15, in the vicinity of the 
proposed interchange for Alternatives A through F. None of these walls were considered feasible or reasonable 
under the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy; therefore, no mitigation is proposed.
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3 . 1 1  W A T E R  R E S O U R C E S
 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 USC §1251-1376), as amended by the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
of 1977 and 1987, acts as the primary regulation for water quality. It controls discharge of dredge or fill 
material into “waters of the United States” and requires states and Native American tribes to set specific 
water quality criteria and pollution control programs. The EPA is charged with regulating its implementation 
and has delegated certain portions of its authority to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Utah 
Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), which includes the Utah Division of Water Quality (UDWQ) and 
the Utah Division of Drinking Water (UDDW).

The applicable sections of the CWA to this project include: 

•	 Section 401 Certification – Applicable when projects require a federal license or permit and may 
result in a discharge into navigable waters. The law requires a water quality certification be issued by 
the State of Utah, UDWQ. 

•	 Section 402 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System – Applicable when a project will 
disturb more than a specific size of land. The UDWQ implements this section through the Utah Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) and has determined projects greater than one acre, that develop 
or expand a storm drain system, increase discharge by five cubic feet per second (cfs), or create a new 
discharge point require a UPDES construction permit. 

•	 Section 404 Permit for Dredged Fill Material – Applicable when a project will place dredged or fill 
material into navigable waters, including adjacent wetlands. This Section is regulated by the USACE.

The CWA requires the development and maintenance of water quality standards, along with water body 
classifications, to identify beneficial uses to be sustained. UDWQ is responsible for this task and, through UAC 
§R317-2-13, classifies each water body. Waters that do not meet water quality standards for its classified use, 
are placed on a list of impaired waters where further analysis is conducted to determine pollutants and remedial 
actions, if necessary. 

Through the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, the federal government requires states to take action to protect 
drinking water and its sources. By agreement with the EPA, Utah implements this act within the state through 
the UDDW and ensures that Utah laws are in conformity with the federal act. Utah rules require the development 
and approval of a Drinking Water Source Protection Plan for each public source of drinking water. 

3.11.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Surface Water
There are no natural, permanent bodies of surface water in the study area. The Davis and Weber Counties 
Canal and the storm water infrastructure comprise the surface hydrology resources.

Davis and Weber Counties Canal
The Davis and Weber Counties Canal runs north to south parallel to Union Pacific Railroad property, which lies 
adjacent to and along the western boundary of Hill Air Force Base in the study area. The canal diverts water 
from the Weber River for irrigation use from mid-April to mid-October. The canal has a maximum capacity of 
approximately 300 cfs (CH2M HILL, 2009). Typical flow rates range between 150 and 200 cfs at the upstream 
end and between 0 and 10 cfs near the canal’s downstream end. There is no consistent flow within the canal 
during the non-irrigation months, but runoff and groundwater flow into the canal during this period. Most of 
the canal is lined with concrete, including the reach near the 1800 North corridor. The concrete lining limits 
subsurface inflow and outflow; however, seepage has resulted from aging and deterioration of the concrete 
(United States Department of the Interior [DOI], 2009).

Storm Water
The storm water system along the 1800 North corridor consists primarily of curbs, gutter, and storm drains. The 
curbs and gutters direct storm water to a piped storm water system. The piped storm water system empties 
into Clinton Creek and Howard Slough, west of the 1800 North corridor study area. Ultimately, all storm water 
discharges to the Great Salt Lake (Clinton City, 2010).
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Storm water from the area near the eastern project terminus (Hill Air Force Base) currently flows under I-15 in a 
pipe that runs nearly full during storm events. The storm water eventually flows to the Great Salt Lake. The Hill 
Air Force Base storm water collection system has not been up-sized since installation. Surface sheet flow either 
percolates into soil or leads to constructed ponds following storm events.

In general, areas with storm drain systems capture storm water runoff from roads and convey it to a discharge 
point, either through catch basins and/or detention ponds. These systems can be effective at reducing total 
suspended solids (TSS) if storm water is conveyed to a detention pond with discharge control devices prior to 
storm water entering surface waters. Discharge control devices regulate the flow exiting a detention pond, 
thus slowing storm water and allowing sufficient time for suspended solids to fall from the flow. Areas without 
storm drain systems allow storm water to sheet flow into nearby surface waters or infiltrate into the ground.

If not managed properly, roadway runoff can negatively impact water quality by increasing total dissolved 
solids (TDS) and TSS entering nearby streams and lakes. Highway surfaces collect automobile related pollutants 
(mainly lead, copper, zinc, oil, grease, and rust) and de-icing chemicals (salt and salt solutions), which are then 
washed off highway surfaces from rain or snowmelt. Unmanaged runoff can become concentrated, gather 
sediment through erosion, and enter streams and lakes unless measures are taken to reduce pollutants.

Currently, the study area has an impervious area (pavement, sidewalk, etc.) of about 38.1 acres.

Groundwater
Three recognized aquifers comprise the groundwater system near the study area: a shallow aquifer system, the 
Sunset aquifer, and the Delta aquifer (according to the EPA’s Region 8 Sole Source Aquifer Program, none of 
these aquifers are designated as sole source aquifers). In the study area, the shallow aquifer system is located 
between approximately 30 and 300 feet below ground surface (bgs); the Sunset aquifer is located between 
approximately 300 and 500 feet bgs; and the Delta aquifer is located between approximately 500 and 1000 
feet bgs. Groundwater production wells tap the Delta aquifer, and less commonly, the Sunset Aquifer. Hill Air 
Force Base contaminant releases (see Section 18.0 Hazardous Waste) affect the shallow aquifer, which does 
not currently provide groundwater for potable use because of poorer yields and poorer ambient water quality 
compared to the Sunset and Delta aquifers. Confining aquitards between the shallow and the Sunset aquifers 
and between the Sunset and the Delta aquifer render migration of Hill Air Force Base contamination to the 
Sunset and Delta aquifers unlikely. 

Utah classifies ground water according to TDS concentration and contaminant concentration according to 
the rules established by the Utah Ground Water Quality Protection Program (http://www.waterquality.utah.
gov/GroundWater/gwclasses.htm). Depending on location and depth, groundwater in the shallow aquifer 
system not impacted by Hill Air Force Base contaminant releases would be classified as Class I and Class II 
(Pristine, Irreplaceable, Ecologically Important, or Drinking Water Quality). Groundwater in the shallow aquifer 
at contaminant release sites would be classified as Class III (Limited Use Groundwater).

Points of Diversion
The points at which water is extracted for use by both private and public parties are called points-of-diversion 
(POD). the Utah Division of Water Rights records permitted PODs from both surface water and groundwater 
sources (see Figure 3-24).

Groundwater wells are classified according to use. Table 3-47 summarizes the recorded groundwater PODs 
within 0.25 miles of the study area. According to information provided by the Utah Division of Water Rights, 
there are 435 PODs within 0.25 miles of the study area.

Table 3-47 Water Rights Points-of-Diversion within 0.25 Miles of the Study Area

Type Uses Number

Abandoned Well Unknown 16

Surface Municipal 1

Underground Domestic, Irrigation, Municipal, Stockwatering, Other,  Unknown 418
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Figure 3-24 Points-of-Diversion within 0.25 Miles of the Study Area

3.11.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Under the No-action Alternative, drainage conditions in the study area would remain the same. Storm water 
would continue to flow through the existing storm drain systems in areas where they are present, and where 
they are not, storm water would continue to infiltrate into the ground.

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Surface Water
The primary contaminants of concern for surface waters are TDS, total phosphorus, and other sediments. 
Although roadway runoff would not be the main source of these pollutants in surface waters, these pollutants 
are present in roadway runoff. TDS may be present from deicing materials, vehicle deposits, and pavement 
wear. Total phosphorus may be present from sediments.

Davis and Weber Counties Canal
Alternatives A through F would either re-align or pipe between 3,215-ft and 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber 
Counties Canal. Coordination with the Weber Basin Water Conservancy District would minimize or avoid 
impacts to water users.
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Storm Water
The improvements proposed as part of Alternatives A through F would increase the impervious surface area in 
the study area (see Table 3-48). 

Table 3-48 Increases in Impervious Surface Areas

Alternative
Existing Impervious 

Area (acres)
Future Impervious 

Area (acres)
Increase in Impervious 

Area (acres)
Increase in 

Impervious Area (%)

Alternative A 38.1 79.5 41.4 109%

Alternative B 38.1 71.7 33.6 88%

Alternative C 38.1 76.7 38.6 101%

Alternative D 38.1 79.5 41.4 109%

Alternative E 38.1 71.7 33.6 88%

Alternative F 38.1 76.7 38.6 101%

The increase in impervious surface area would result in an increase of storm water runoff volumes. Storm water 
runoff would be collected in curbs and gutters along the roadway and enter improved or new storm drain 
systems via catch basins. A system of inlets and pipes would convey the storm water to discharge points and 
detention facilities that would aid in lowering peak flows to near existing conditions.

The storm drain system would be designed and managed according to the requirements of UDWQ, including 
flow management controls, oil skimmers, grease traps, etc. as required in order to minimize negative impacts to 
water quality. Storm drain systems minimize negative impacts associated with storm water through capturing 
and conveying its flow. By capturing and conveying storm water flow, flooding and erosion to adjacent 
properties can be minimized. Storm drain systems also have the capability of incorporating features that help 
to minimize trash and debris (under low or regular flow conditions) from being carried further down the storm 
drain system through the use of hoods or snouts in the catch basins. However, trash and debris held in the catch 
basins would need to be removed periodically for the benefit to be maintained.

Alternatives A through F would construct detention basins throughout the study area to detain the increase in 
storm water; thereby allowing sediment and other contaminants to settle out of the water. Detention basins are 
designed to capture storm water and hold it for a period of time before being slowly discharged. The holding 
process slows runoff and allows for the sedimentation of heavier particles, soil infiltration, and absorption. 
Detention ponds are effective at decreasing the amount of TSS. The study team has reviewed potential locations 
for detention basins throughout the study area, and has identified favorable locations to be further analyzed 
during design (see Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2 for potential detention basin locations). 

Groundwater
Existing groundwater contamination is located in deep aquifers in the vicinity of the study area. Alternatives 
A through F are not likely to contribute to contaminant concentrations. Surface and near-surface disturbances 
from construction would be unlikely to change the existing groundwater quality within the deep aquifer.

Construction of Alternatives A through F could encounter potentially contaminated groundwater. While the 
groundwater plumes originating from Hill Air Force Base are fairly well defined, there is a potential for locating 
previously unidentified contamination (see Section 18.0 Hazardous Waste in this Chapter for more information 
on groundwater contamination). 

Points-of-Diversion
Alternatives A through F could impact 114 PODs.

Indirect Impacts
The roadway surface would require anti-icing with salt and brine during winter snowstorms. This operation 
could result in an increase of TDS reaching the receiving surface water.  
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Mitigation
Project Commitments

•	 A new storm drain system will be constructed that will comply with current UDEQ and UDWQ standards 
as well as local discharge rates and regulations.

•	 Impacted water rights will either be purchased from the owner by UDOT or UDOT will pay for the 
transfer of rights. 

•	 Construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts will be managed through obtaining a Utah 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) storm water general permit from the Utah Department 
of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), which will include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
and an outline of Best Management Practices (BMP) to be followed.

•	 Short-term impacts to water quality will be minimized through implementation of UDOT’s BMPs found 
in the Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Manual.

•	 In the event that groundwater is encountered during construction in areas where potentially 
contaminated groundwater exists, UDOT will contact Hill Air Force Base and will comply with Hill Air 
Force Base’s established potentially contaminated groundwater requirements.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3 . 1 2  W E T L A N D S  A N D  W A T E R S  O F  T H E  U . S .
 

Clean Water Act
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) developed a definition of waters of the United States under the 
1972 Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251). Waters of the U.S. are defined as waters currently or previously 
used for interstate or foreign commerce; all interstate waters; any waters, the destruction of which could 
affect interstate or foreign commerce; all impoundments; tributaries of the previously mentioned waters; the 
territorial seas; and wetlands adjacent to waters.

Wetlands are defined as a subset of waters of the U.S. and, for the purposes of regulatory guidance, are 
considered special aquatic sites. USACE has jurisdiction over waters of the U.S. USACE further defines wetlands 
in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as:

“...those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence 
of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include 
swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.”

USACE presently has jurisdiction over any waters that are adjacent to, bordering, or contiguous with navigable 
waterways. Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, no discharge of dredged or fill material is permitted in 
waters of the U.S. if there is a less environmentally damaging practicable alternative to that part of the activity 
that would result in a discharge of fill material to waters of the U.S. An alternative is practicable if it is available 
and capable of being implemented after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in 
light of the overall project purposes.

Executive Order 11990 (May 24, 1977) requires federal agencies to not undertake or provide assistance to 
activities that impact wetlands. If a project does impact wetlands, it must be determined by the head of the 
agency (1) that there is no practicable alternative to such construction, and (2) that the proposed action includes 
all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands, which may result from such use. In making this finding, 
the head of the agency may take into account economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors.

3.12.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
One area was identified as a waters of the U.S., the Davis and Weber Counties Canal.

Davis and Weber Counties Canal
The Davis and Weber Counties Canal was built in 1884 and lined with concrete in 1916 (Bartlett, 1977). It 
originates in Weber Canyon where water is diverted from the Weber River. It flows through south Weber and 
northern Davis Counties and provides water to over 90 irrigation ditches, four secondary water reservoirs, and 
pressure irrigation systems (U.S. Department of the Interior, 2009). Any excess water from the Canal flows to 
Kays Creek, which in turn flows to the Great Salt Lake. 

The Canal is concrete lined and flows south along the east side of I-15 past 1800 North, crossing to the west 
side of Main Street at approximately 1600 North. Its dimensions in the study area are approximately 21 feet 
wide at the bottom with 45 degree side slopes that are 5 feet high. 

It is anticipated that the Canal would be considered a waters of the U.S. by the USACE.
 
3.12.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Under the No-action Alternative, no impacts would occur to the Davis and Weber Counties Canal.
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Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Alternatives A through F would impact the Davis and Weber Counties Canal (see Table 3-49). Efforts to avoid 
or minimize impacts to waters of the U.S. were incorporated into Alternatives A through F. 

Table 3-49 Impacts to Potential Wetland and Waters of the U.S.

Alternatives
Impact to Davis and  

Weber Counties Canal

Alternative A
A total of 3,230-ft of the canal would be re-aligned or piped 
(1.6-acres)

Alternative B 3,215-ft of the canal would be re-aligned or piped (1.5-acres)

Alternative C 3,215-ft of the canal would be re-aligned or piped (1.5-acres)

Alternative D
A total of 3,225-ft of the canal would be re-aligned or piped 
(1.6-acres)

Alternative E 3,215-ft of the canal would be re-aligned or piped (1.5-acres)

Alternative F 3,215-ft of the canal would be re-aligned or piped (1.5-acres)

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. are anticipated as a result of Alternatives A through F.

Mitigation
Project Commitments
A Section 404 Permit from the USACE is required for impacts to the Davis and Weber Counties Canal. To acquire 
this permit, an application form must be prepared along with a mitigation plan that stipulates mitigation for 
the proposed permanent and temporary impacts. BMPs will be used during construction to protect waters of 
the U.S. that are not to be disturbed.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3 . 1 3  F L O O D P L A I N S
 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates flood zones according to varying levels of flood 
risk. These zones are depicted on a community’s Flood Insurance Rate Map or Flood Hazard Boundary. Each 
zone reflects the severity or type of flooding in the area. Generally, FEMA delineates the 100-year floodplains 
(or those floodplains that may have a one in 100 chance of being flooded in any given year). 

Executive Order 11988 and 23 CFR 650, Subpart A, provide guidance to federal agencies on projects within 
floodplains. Executive Order 11988 requires the avoidance, to the extent possible, long and short term adverse 
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains.

23 CFR 650, Subpart A, outlines FHWA policies and procedures for floodplain encroachment. FHWA must avoid 
longitudinal and significant encroachments, where practicable, and avoid support of incompatible floodplain 
development.  

3.13.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
The only 100-year floodplain within the study area is a detention basin on the north side of 1800 North behind 
Sunset City’s maintenance shed and immediately adjacent to the railroad tracks at approximately 500 West (see 
Figure 3-25). This detention basin is owned and maintained by Sunset City. 
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Figure 3-25 100-Year Floodplain within Study Area
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3.13.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not impact the identified floodplain.

Alternatives A through F
Alternatives A through F would not impact the identified floodplain.

Mitigation
No mitigation will be required.



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 9 0

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

3 . 1 4  W I L D L I F E
 

3.14.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Pursuant to Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Administrative Rule R657-48, species and candidate species, 
which are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (7 USC §136, 16 USC §1531 et seq.), as 
amended, or for which a conservation agreement is in place, automatically qualify for the Utah Sensitive Species 
List. The additional species on the Utah Sensitive Species List, are those species for which there is credible 
scientific evidence to substantiate a threat to continued population viability. Table 3-50 identifies the Utah 
Sensitive Species that are known to occur in Davis County, Utah.

Table 3-50 Utah Sensitive Species in Davis County

Common Name Scientific Name State Status 

American White Pelican Pelecanus erythrorhynchos Species of Concern

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Species of Concern

Bluehead Sucker Catostomus discobolus Conservation Agreement

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus Species of Concern

Bonneville Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarkii utah Conservation Agreement

Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia Species of Concern

Columbia Spotted Frog Rana luteiventris Conservation Agreement

Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis Species of Concern

Grasshopper Sparrow Ammodramus savannarum Species of Concern

Kit Fox Vulpes macrotis Species of Concern

Least Chub lotichtys phlegethontis ESA - Candidate Species

Lewis’s Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis Species of Concern

Long-Billed Curlew Numenius americanus Species of Concern

Short-Eared Owl Asio flammeus Species of Concern

Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat Corynorhinus townsendii Species of Concern

Western Pearl Shell Margaritifera falcata Species of Concern

Western Toad Bufo boreas Species of Concern

Yellow-Billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus ESA - Candidate Species

Source: Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife Resources, March 2011 

3.14.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not impact state wildlife resources.

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Alternatives A through F were evaluated with regard to wildlife issues using the Utah Division of Wildlife 
database, UDOT’s Traffic and Safety data, and UDOT’s Wildlife Connectivity database. Based on the evaluation, 
it was determined that Alternatives A through F would have no effect on Species of State Concern, important 
wildlife habitat, big game migration routes, habitat connectivity, or fish passage (see correspondence in Chapter 
7).

Indirect Impacts
The Alternatives A through F would not indirectly impact state wildlife resources because there is no suitable 
habitat for the species listed above within or near the study area.

Mitigation
No mitigation will be required.
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3 . 1 5  T H R E A T E N E D  &  E N D A N G E R E D  S P E C I E S
 

Impacts of the proposed project on threatened and endangered species were assessed in accordance with the 
ESA. The ESA provides protection to federally-listed threatened and endangered species and their designated 
critical habitats. It requires that all federal agencies considering a project or action to consult with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to ensure that the proposed 
activity is “not likely to jeopardize the continued existence” of any listed species or will not “result in adverse 
modification” of its critical habitat.

3.15.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Table 3-51 identifies the federally-listed threatened and endangered species that are known to occur in Davis 
County, Utah.

Table 3-51 Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered Species in Davis County

Common Name Scientific Name Status

Least Chub Iotichthys phlegethontis Candidate

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Candidate

3.15.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not impact federally-listed species or designated critical habitat protected 
under the ESA.

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
A review of Alternatives A through F and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources database revealed that the 
two candidate species would not be affected by Alternatives A through F (see correspondence in Chapter 7), 
resulting in a “no- effect” ESA determination. Therefore, Alternatives A through F would not directly impact 
federally-listed species or designated critical habitat protected under the ESA. In accordance with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) memo dated January 27, 2006, the USFWS no longer concurs on “no-effect” 
determinations. 

Indirect Impacts
Alternatives A through F would not indirectly impact the two candidate species protected under the ESA 
because there is no suitable habitat for these species within or near the study area.

Mitigation
No mitigation will be required.
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3 . 1 6  A R C H A E O L O G I C A L  A N D  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  R E S O U R C E S
 

Historic properties include archaeological resources (both prehistoric and historic), architectural resources 
(buildings and structures), and traditional cultural properties. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) defines a historic property as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object 
included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP (National Register of Historic Places)1” (i.e., generally historic 
properties at least 50 years old2). The term includes artifacts, records, and remains related to and located within 
such properties, and includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to a Native American 
tribe. The term “eligible for inclusion” in the National Register includes both properties formally determined as 
such, and all other properties that meet the National Register criteria, which are described below.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, and it’s implementing regulations (36 
CFR §800) establish the national policy and procedures regarding historic properties. Section 106 of the NHPA 
requires consideration of the effects of federal projects and policies on historic properties.  Also, the Utah 
Historic Preservation Act (UCA §9-8-401 et seq.) was passed to provide protection of “all antiquities, historic 
and prehistoric ruins, and historic sites, buildings, and objects which, when neglected, desecrated, destroyed or 
diminished in aesthetic value, result in an irreplaceable loss to the people of this state.”

For federal-aid projects, UDOT is authorized to conduct the cultural resource investigations in compliance with 
Section 106 on behalf of FHWA. In April 2007, FHWA, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), ACHP, 
and UDOT executed a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that streamlines the Section 106 process. In the Section 
106 PA, FHWA authorizes UDOT to initiate and, in most cases, conclude consultation with the SHPO and other 
consulting parties. FHWA retains the responsibility to consult with Native American tribes and is still responsible 
for Section 106 compliance.

The Section 106 review process requires historic properties to be evaluated for eligibility and listing on the NRHP, 
based upon whether “the quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association,3” and meet one or more of the criteria in Table 3-52.

Table 3-52 NRHP Criteria for Evaluation

NRHP Criterion Characteristics

A Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.

B Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

C
Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the 
work of a master, or that possess high artistic value, or that represent a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

D Yielded, or may likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Source: NPS Bulletin 15

3.16.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Area of Potential Effects (APE)
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was determined in consultation with the SHPO at a meeting on August 17, 
2011 (see Figure 3-26). The APE includes all properties on both the north and south sides of 1800 North from 
2000 West in Clinton to Main Street in Sunset. The survey was two properties deep from 800 West in Clinton 
to 200 West in Sunset, due to possible railroad grade separation. The APE also includes the area east of Main 
Street and includes a portion of the I-15 corridor and Hill Air Force Base. Properties on the west side of Main 

1 16 U.S.C. Section 470(w)(5).

2 For the purposes of anticipating the timeline of the EIS process, the cutoff date for considering a property as eligible for the NRHP was 

set at 1966.

3 NPS Bulletin 15
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Street near 1800 North were surveyed from 1600 North to 2000 North in Sunset as well as areas immediately 
surrounding the intersection of 650 North and Highway 91 in Clearfield and 5600 South and Highway 91 in 
Roy.

Historic properties further removed from the 1800 North corridor that may be impacted by views of the 
proposed improvements were not included in the APE because the important historical views would be to the 
east (towards the mountains). The proposed improvements (including the construction of a railroad overpass) 
would not impact these views.

Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect (DOEFOE)
UDOT, on behalf of FHWA, prepared a Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect (DOEFOE), which 
outlines the eligibility determinations for each architectural and archaeological resource. SHPO concurred with 
the DOEFOE on October 1, 2012. A copy of the DOEFOE is found in Chapter 7 – Comments and Coordination. 

Archaeological Resources
The APE was inventoried in the A Reconnaissance Survey of Archaeological Resources within the 1800 North 
Environmental Study Area, Davis and Weber Counties, Utah. Nine archaeological sites were identified within 
the APE and, of those, six sites have been determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP (see Table 3-53 and 
Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2).

Table 3-53 Archaeological Sites and NRHP Eligibility in APE

Site Number
Date of 

Construction
Site Name NRHP Eligibility

42DV86 1883 Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad
Eligible, Criterion A – Non-contributing 
segment to the site’s overall eligibility

42DV87 1869 Union Pacific Railroad Eligible, Criterion A

42DV120 1884

Davis & Weber Counties Canal Eligible, Criterion A

Segment west of I-15, 1600 North (Sunset) to 

500 South (Clearfield)

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

Segment east of I-15, 1600 North (Sunset) to 

about 1750 North (Sunset)

Segment contributes to the site’s overall 

eligibility

Segment east of I-15, 1750 North (Sunset) to 

the Roy-Sunset border

Segment contributes to the site’s overall 

eligibility

42DV144 Post-1884 Clinton South 8 Ditch Not Eligible

42DV154
Throughout 

20th Century
Historic Debris Scatter Not Eligible

42DV161 1908 Bamberger Railroad
Eligible, Criteria A and B – Segment 
contributes to the site’s overall eligibility

42DV350 1908

Bamberger Railroad
Determined Eligible – Non-contributing 
segment

Segment west of I-15, just north of APE to 

just south of Riverdale Road

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

Crosses under I-15, south of 5600 South 

Interchange

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

West of I-15, between just south of Riverdale 

Road and just south 5600 South Interchange

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

42WB450
1929, 1950s 

through 
1960s

Questar Feeder Line 19 Not Eligible

42WB487 1884 Davis & Weber Counties Canal
Eligible, Criterion A – Segment 
contributes to the site’s overall eligibility
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Architectural Resources
A Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey was conducted to evaluate historic structures within the APE. 
Construction dates of all buildings within the APE were identified prior to the survey and only those buildings 
constructed within the historic period (on or before 1966) were surveyed. A total of 103 structures were 
surveyed within the APE. 

The Utah SHPO has developed a rating system to qualify buildings in a reconnaissance level survey to be used 
in conjunction with the NRHP Criteria for Evaluation (see Table 3-54).

Table 3-54 Utah SHPO Rating Definitions for Historic Structures

SHPO Rating Characteristics

ES
Eligible/Significant: Meet the minimum age and integrity requirements and may possibly be 
considered significant, either because of architecture or historic association.

EC

Eligible/Contributing: Meet the minimum age requirements and retain most of their integrity 
but have some minor alterations which would prevent them from being significant. Eligible/
Contributing buildings may be eligible for National Register nomination with corrective action, as 
contributing buildings in an historic district, or in a multiple property nomination.

NC
Ineligible/Non-Contributing: Meet the minimum age requirement, but due to intrusive, 
irreversible alteration, have lost their architectural integrity.

NH Not Historic: Out-of-period; constructed after the historic period.

Buildings that have a Utah SHPO rating of ES are eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A and C. They have 
undergone few, if any, changes to their physical integrity, and have a greater potential than properties with a 
Utah SHPO rating of EC of being eligible for design qualities.

Buildings that have a Utah SHPO rating of EC have undergone more modifications and are most probably 
eligible as part of a historic district. These buildings would be eligible under NRHP Criteria A.

Of the 103 historic structures surveyed, 51 are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. There are no historic properties 
in the APE currently listed on the NRHP. In terms of SHPO ratings for eligibility to the NRHP, two properties are 
Eligible/Significant; 49 properties are Eligible/Contributing; and the remaining properties are Ineligible/
Non-Contributing in the APE.

The vast majority of the properties surveyed had primary structures that were built between 1935 and 1964 
and were built as single-family residential dwellings. Some of the most notable buildings surveyed included two 
buildings from an earlier time period (1896-1915) and are in Clinton on 1800 North. They are the 1910 Prairie 
School style LDS meetinghouse constructed of brick (1387 West 1800 North) and a 1912 foursquare house 
constructed of rock-faced concrete block (857 West 1800 North). Another notable building surveyed is located 
east of I-15 on Hill Air Force Base (6233 Aspen Avenue). It is a large, two-story brick building constructed in 
1942 as a locomotive repair facility, which is still in use today (see Table 3-55 and Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 
2 for architectural resources eligible for the NRHP in the APE). 
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Table 3-55 Architectural Resources Eligible for the NRHP in APE

Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style
SHPO 
Rating

NRHP 
Criterion

1633 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1953 Early Ranch (General) EC A

1551 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1963 Ranch/Rambler (General) EC A

1521 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1940 Early Ranch (General) EC A

1517 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1918 Bungalow EC A

1457 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1922 Classical Other EC A

1387 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1910 Prairie School ES A, C

1286 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1905 20th Century Other EC A

1274 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1952 Late 20th Century Other EC A

1132 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

c. 1930
Bungalow Clipped-Gable 

Cottage
EC A

857 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1912 Bungalow ES A, C
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style
SHPO 
Rating

NRHP 
Criterion

647 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

1960 Early Ranch (General) EC A

597 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

1960 Ranch/Rambler (General) EC A

571 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

1942 Minimal Traditional EC A

568 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

c. 1900  
1957

20th Century Other EC A

429 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1956 Ranch/Rambler (General) EC A

388 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1951 Early Ranch (General) EC A

1786 North 350 West, 
Sunset

1954 Early Ranch (General) EC A

1794 North 350 West, 
Sunset

1954 Early Ranch (General) EC A

1783 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional EC A

1793 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional EC A

1782 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional EC A
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style
SHPO 
Rating

NRHP 
Criterion

1792 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional EC A

282 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

c. 1920 Bungalow EC A

268 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

c. 1955 Early Ranch (General) EC A

261 West 1800 North,
Sunset

1952 Minimal Traditional EC A

1767 North 250 West,
Sunset

1955 Early Ranch (General) EC A

237 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1942 Minimal Traditional EC A

213 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1950 Minimal Traditional EC A

175 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1962 Ranch/Rambler (General) EC A

170 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

c. 1965 Late 20th Century Other EC A

106 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1943 Early Ranch (General) EC A

85 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1965 Late 20th Century Other EC A
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style
SHPO 
Rating

NRHP 
Criterion

1827 North 75 West, 
Sunset

1943 Early Ranch (General) EC A

1812 North 75 West, 
Sunset

1943 Early Ranch (General) EC A

48 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1948 Minimal Traditional EC A

34 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1948 Minimal Traditional EC A

1871 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1900 c. 
1920

Classical Other EC A

1851 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1950 Late 20th Century Other EC A

1747 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1945 Minimal Traditional EC A

1741 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1945 Minimal Traditional EC A

1713 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1940 Minimal Traditional EC A

1703 North Main, 
Sunset

1941 Minimal Traditional EC A

6255 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

1942 Modern: Other EC A
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style
SHPO 
Rating

NRHP 
Criterion

6253 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

c. 1945 20th Century Other EC A

6251 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

c. 1960 20th Century Other EC A

6233 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

1942 Modern: Other EC A

22 West 650 North, 
Clearfield 

c. 1950
Post WW II: Other/ 20th 

Century Commercial
EC A

585 North Main 
Clearfield

c. 1940 Minimal Traditional EC A

567 North Main 
Clearfield

1953 Minimal Traditional EC A

85 West North Villa Dr. 
Clearfield

1944 Minimal Traditional EC A

83 West North Villa Dr. 
Clearfield

1944 Minimal Traditional EC A

Historic boundaries were established to include the elements of each property that contribute to the property’s 
setting, feeling, and association. These elements include outbuildings, landscape features, natural features, or 
other elements that contribute to conveying the property’s importance. 

In general, the boundaries of historic structures along the corridor are defined as the legal tax description for 
each property. This definition is based on information contained in two National Register bulletins:

•	 National Register Bulletin 16A (page 56) suggests that for urban and suburban properties, the legally 
recorded parcel number or lot lines are appropriate when those parcels retain their historic boundaries 
and integrity. 

•	 National Register Bulletin 21 (page 3) states, “Boundaries should include surrounding land that 
contributes to the significance of the resources by functioning as the setting...For example, do not 
limit the property to the footprint of the building, but include its yards or grounds.”
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Consultation
As part of Section 106 regulations, coordination included correspondence between FHWA and Native American 
tribes that may have cultural and historical interest within the study area. FHWA sent agency scoping letters 
dated October 14, 2010 to: 

•	 Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation •	 Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

•	 Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall •	 Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation

•	 Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah •	 Ouray Ute Indian Reservation

In addition, the UDOT Region Archaeologist sent a tribal notification form to the Cedar Band of Paiutes and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation. These letters/forms informed the tribes that archaeologists 
would complete a cultural resources investigation during the development of the EIS, and requested any 
information on historic properties of traditional religious and/or cultural importance that may be affected by 
the undertaking. The Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation responded and indicated that they had 
no concerns (see Chapter 7). No other verbal or written responses to the letters were received.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) was notified on October 10, 2012 of the project’s 
adverse effect to historic properties. UDOT requested that the ACHP determine whether it wishes to enter the 
consultation process (see Chapter 7). The ACHP responded on November 8, 2012 by stating that they did not 
believe that their participation in the consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed (see Chapter 7).

Neither Clinton City nor Sunset City has a Certified Local Government (CLG), and no other historic preservation 
interest groups have been identified; therefore, no other consultation was conducted as part of this study. 

3.16.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Effects are defined as “alteration[s] to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or 
eligibility for the National Register” (36 CFR §800.16(i)). Impacts to historic properties are categorized as No 
Historic Properties Affected, No Adverse Effect, and Adverse Effect.

A finding of No Historic Properties Affected is made when “[e]ither there are no historic properties present or 
there are historic properties present but the undertaking will have no effect upon them as defined in §800.16(i)” 
(See 36 CFR §800.1(d)(1)). A finding of “no historic properties affected” is used in three instances: (1) No 
cultural resources are present in the APE, eligible or ineligible; (2) cultural resources are present in the APE, but 
no eligible properties are present; and (3) eligible properties are present in the APE, but the undertaking will 
have no effect on them.

A finding of No Adverse Effect is made “[w]hen the undertaking’s effects do not meet the criteria of [adverse 
effect] or the undertaking is modified or conditions are imposed... to ensure consistency with the Secretary’s 
standards for the treatment of historic properties (36 CFR §68) to avoid adverse effects” (See 36 CFR §800.5(b)). 
In other words, a finding of “no adverse effect” is used when an undertaking affects a property that is eligible 
for or listed on the National Register but does not impair the integrity of the property.

A finding of Adverse Effect is made “[w]hen an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner 
that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, 
and association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including 
those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the 
National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that 
may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative” (See 36 CFR §800.5(a)(1)).
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Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect (DOEFOE)
UDOT, on behalf of FHWA, prepared a DOEFOE, which outlines the type of effect that would result from 
implementation of Alternatives A through F. SHPO concurred with the DOEFOE on October 1, 2012. A copy of 
the DOEFOE is found in Chapter 7 – Comments and Coordination.

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not affect historic properties within the APE.

Alternatives A through F
In accordance with 36 CFR 800.6, the project team evaluated alternatives or modifications to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties. The following design and construction measures were 
considered through project development and the analysis of avoidance alternatives.

•	 Reduced right-of-way – Alternatives A through F implemented a 110-ft typical section. The study 
team evaluated a narrower typical section (90-ft), but the impacts to historic properties remained the 
same. Between 2000 West and 500 West (three quarters of the corridor), Alternatives A through F 
would cause an Adverse Effect to only one historic property. This Adverse Effect occurs as a result of 
the frontage road at the railroad overpass. A 90-ft typical section would still require a frontage road, 
and would impact this Section 4(f) resource. Between 500 West and Main Street the current roadway 
section is very narrow and there are several historic properties on each side of the road. Any roadway 
widening, whether it is 90-ft or 110-ft, would impact the same historic properties on the north or the 
south.

•	 Steeper cut and fill slopes – Steeper cut and fill slopes did not reduce impacts to historic properties.
•	 Retaining walls – The railroad overpass implemented retaining wall, instead of fill slopes, to reduce 

impacts to historic properties.
•	 Minor alignment shifts – Minor alignment shifts were utilized throughout the corridor to minimize 

impacts to historic properties.
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Direct Impacts
Archeological
Table 3-56 shows the Section 106 effect determination for the archaeological properties eligible for the NRHP 
in the study area. See also Chapter 4 – Section 4(f) Evaluation, the DOEFOE in Chapter 7 – Comments and 
Coordination, and the Chapter 4 Figures in Volume 2.

Table 3-56 Impacts of Alternatives A through F on Historic Properties – Archaeological Resources

Site 
Number

Site Name Alternative
Effect 

Determination
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

42DV86

Denver & 
Rio Grande 
Western 
Railroad

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

The segment of the historic property within the APE is a 
non-contributing segment to the historic property’s overall 
eligibility.

42DV87
Union Pacific 
Railroad

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

The historic property would not be impacted by the 
undertaking. The proposed grade-separated railroad 
crossing would go over the historic property.

42DV120

Davis & 
Weber 
Counties 
Canal

A Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require re-aligning 
or piping 3,230-ft of the canal.

B Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require re-aligning 
or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

C Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require re-aligning 
or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

D Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require re-aligning 
or piping 3,225-ft of the canal.

E Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require re-aligning 
or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

F Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require re-aligning 
or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

42DV161
Bamberger 
Railroad

A and D Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require removing 
7,070-ft of the rail line.

B and E Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require removing 
2,670-ft of the rail line.

C and F Adverse Effect
Construction of the interchange would require removing 
2,475-ft of the rail line.

42DV350
Bamberger 
Railroad

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

The segments of the historic property within the APE is a 
non-contributing segment to the historic property’s overall 
eligibility.

42WB487

Davis & 
Weber 
Counties 
Canal

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

The historic property would not be impacted by the 
undertaking. There are no proposed improvements at the 
historic property’s location.

Architectural
Table 3-57 shows the Section 106 effect determination for the architectural properties eligible for the NRHP 
in the study area. See also Chapter 4 – Section 4(f) Evaluation, the DOEFOE in Chapter 7 – Comments and 
Coordination, and the Chapter 4 Figures in Volume 2.
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Table 3-57 Impacts of Alternatives A through F on Historic Properties – Architectural Resources

Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

1633 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require 
an 18-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.08-acres). The historic structure would 
not be removed.

1551 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1521 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
1-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
south-side historic property (0.0009-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1517 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
1-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
south-side historic property (0.001-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1457 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1387 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
9-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
south-side historic property (0.04-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1286 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 10-
ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
north-side historic property (0.02-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1274 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require an 
8-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
north-side historic property (0.01-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1132 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
1-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
north-side historic property (0.002-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

857 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

647 W 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
5-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
south-side historic property (0.01-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

597 W 1800 
North, 
Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
6-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
south-side historic property (0.009-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

571 W 1800 
North, 
Clinton

A through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
6-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
south-side historic property (0.009-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

568 W 1800 
North, 
Clinton

A through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of frontage roads for the 
railroad overpass would directly impact 
this north-side historic structure. The 
historic structure would be removed.

429 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of frontage roads for the 
railroad overpass would directly impact 
this south-side historic structure. The 
historic structure would be removed.

388 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect
The construction of the embankment for 
the railroad overpass would eliminate 
access to this north-side historic property.

1786 North 350 
West, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1794 North 350 
West, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of frontage roads for the 
railroad overpass would directly impact 
this south-side historic structure. The 
historic structure would be removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

1783 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

D through F No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
small amount of right-of-way acquisition 
from the corner of this south-side historic 
property (0.0004-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.

1793 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of a frontage road would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

1782 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1792 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

D through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

282 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F No Adverse Effect
Widening 1800 North would require a 
2-ft strip acquisition from the front of this 
north-side historic property (0.0008-acres).

268 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

261 West 1800 
North,
Sunset

A through C No Adverse Effect

The widening of the 250 West/1800 North 
intersection would require a 4-ft strip 
acquisition from the side of this south-side 
historic property (0.01-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.

D through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

1767 North 250 
West,
Sunset

A through F No Adverse Effect

The widening of the 250 West/1800 
North intersection would require a 5-ft 
strip acquisition from the front of this 
historic property (0.006-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.

237 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C No Adverse Effect

The widening of the 250 West/1800 North 
intersection would require a 13-ft strip 
acquisition from the side of this south-side 
historic property (0.05-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.

D through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

213 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

D through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

175 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

D through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

170 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

106 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 1 0 8

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

85 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

D through F Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

1827 North 75 
West, Sunset

A through C No Adverse Effect

Widening 1800 North would require a 
3-ft strip acquisition from the side of this 
north-side historic property (0.007-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1812 North 75 
West, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

48 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

34 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1871 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F No Adverse Effect

The widening of the 1800 North/Main 
Street intersection would require a 3-ft 
strip acquisition from the front of this 
historic property (0.004-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.

1851 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F No Adverse Effect

The widening of the 1800 North/Main 
Street intersection would require a 6-ft 
strip acquisition from the front of this 
historic property (0.008-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

1747 North 
Main, Sunset

A through E
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

F No Adverse Effect
Widening 1800 North would require right-
of-way acquisition from the corner of this 
south-side historic property (0.06-acres).

1741 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1713 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

1703 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

6255 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact this 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly impact 
the structure. However, the interchange 
alternative would require the relocation of 
the Army Rail Shop (6233 Aspen Avenue) 
and the historic structure would lose its 
context.

C and F No Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres of 
right-of-way. The historic structure would 
not be removed.

6253 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact this 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly impact 
the structure. However, the interchange 
alternative would require the relocation of 
the Army Rail Shop (6233 Aspen Avenue) 
and the historic structure would lose its 
context.

C and F No Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres of 
right-of-way. The historic structure would 
not be removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

6251 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact this 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly impact 
the structure. However, the interchange 
alternative would require the relocation of 
the Army Rail Shop (6233 Aspen Avenue) 
and the historic structure would lose its 
context.

C and F No Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres of 
right-of-way. The historic structure would 
not be removed.

6233 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact this 
structure. The historic structure would be 
removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly impact 
the structure. However, the interchange 
alternative would not allow the Army Rail 
Shop to function and would require the 
relocation of the operation. If the Army 
Rail Shop is no longer functional, it would 
likely be demolished.

C and F No Adverse Effect

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres of 
right-of-way. The historic structure would 
not be removed.

22 West 650 
North, Clearfield 

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

585 North Main 
Clearfield

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

567 North Main 
Clearfield

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Type of Impact to Property

85 West 
North Villa Dr. 

Clearfield
A through F

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

83 West 
North Villa Dr. 

Clearfield
A through F

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

---

Summary
Table 3-58 shows a summary of Section 106 effect determinations for Alternatives A through F for both 
archaeological and architectural properties.

Table 3-58 Summary of Section 4(f) Uses

Alternative

Effect Determination (Section 106)

No Historic 
Properties Affected

No Adverse Effect Adverse Effect

A 21 16 18

B 21 16 18

C 21 20 14

D 23 15 17

E 23 15 17

F 22 20 13

Indirect Impacts
Selection of Alternatives A through F may speed up the time frame of development in the study area. Historic 
properties may be removed, with no additional documentation, as a result of this development.

Mitigation
A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be prepared and agreed upon and executed by FHWA, UDOT, and 
SHPO. The ACHP was notified on October 10, 2012 of the project’s adverse effect to historic properties. UDOT 
requested that the ACHP determine whether it wishes to enter the consultation process and participate in the 
MOA (see Chapter 7). The ACHP responded on November 8, 2012 by stating that they did not believe that their 
participation in the consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed (see Chapter 7).
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3 . 1 7  P A L E O N T O L O G Y
 

3.17.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Paleontology is the scientific study of life in the geologic past, especially through the study of animal and plant 
fossils. Before expending state funds or approving an undertaking, a state agency is required to take into 
account the effect of the undertaking on a specimen that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the State 
Paleontological Register (U.C.A. 63-73-19). The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Utah 
Geological Survey (UGS) and UDOT outlines the process for implementing Utah Code Annotated §63-73-19.

The UGS conducted a paleontological file search of the study area and has indicated that there are no known 
paleontological localities (see August 23, 2011 letter in Chapter 7 – Comments and Coordination).

3.17.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not impact paleontological resources.
 
Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Unless fossils are discovered as a result of construction activities, Alternatives A through F would have no impact 
on paleontological resources.

Indirect Impacts
Alternatives A through F would not indirectly impact paleontological resources.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.
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3 . 1 8  H A Z A R D O U S  W A S T E
Hazardous waste sites are regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), by the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), and by Utah Administrative Code Title 19, 
Environmental Quality Code.

3.18.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Database Search
A hazardous waste/contaminant assessment was conducted for the study area. This assessment included reviews 
of various federal, state, local, and tribal databases. The database search was conducted in accordance with 40 
CFR Part 312, Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries. These standards require that the database 
search be conducted for properties within a 0.25- to 1-mile radius surrounding a subject property. Because the 
proposed project is a linear project that crosses hundreds of property boundaries, a study was completed in 
which the centerline of 1800 North was chosen and a 0.5-mile buffer on both sides of the centerline (between 
2000 West and Main Street) was searched for potential incidents. 

Hazardous waste related incidents and facilities were screened to identify sites with a higher probability for 
existing soil or groundwater contamination.

High Probability of Environmental Degradation. The following sites have a high probability of existing soil 
or groundwater contamination:

•	 CERCLA sites
•	 National Priorities List (NPL) Sites
•	 Open LUST (leaking underground storage tank) sites (not yet remediated or closed)

Moderate Probability of Environmental Degradation. The following sites have a moderate probability of 
environmental degradation: 

•	 Closed LUST sites 
•	 Active or closed landfills
•	 Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System – Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Facilities 

(RCRIS-TSDF) sites
•	 MINES sites
•	 Active UST (underground storage tank) sites 
•	 Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) System sites 

Low Probability of Environmental Degradation. The following sites have a low probability of environmental 
degradation:

•	 RCRIS (Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System) small-quantity and large-quantity 
waste generators (SQG and LQG)

•	 Emergency Response Notification System (ENRS) hazardous material spill sites
•	 Removed and closed USTs
•	 Registered above ground storage tanks (AST) sites
•	 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act/Toxic Substances Control Act (FIFRA/TSCA) Tracking 

System (FTTS) sites
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Sites found in federal databases are summarized in Table 3-59. The numbers of sites found in state databases 
are listed in Table 3-60.

Table 3-59 Federal Hazardous Waste Sites and Contaminated Properties within 0.5 Mile of the Study Area

Facility/Property Name Location
Database 

(acronyms defined in table notes)

Hill Air Force Base East of I-15 at 1800 North NPL
CERCLIS
CORRACTS
RCRA-TSDF
RCRA-LQG
US ENG CONTROLS
US INST CONTROL
ERNS
DOD
ROD
TRIS
FTTS
ICIS
PADS
UT UST/AST
UT LUST/LAST

Sunset Firing Range Near State Route 37 and Main (at 
approximately Central Park in Sunset)

CERCLIS

Roy City Corp. Vehicle Shop 5460 South 2700 West RCRA-SQG

Lynn’s Quality Dry Cleaner 1959 West 5700 South RCRA-SQG

Walmart Super Center 1632 North 2000 West RCRA-SQG

Chevron Pipeline Hill Air Force Base RCRA-SQG

David Early #14 5702 South 1900 West RCRA-CESQG

Smith’s Food and Drug Photo Lab 2350 North Main Street RCRA-CESQG

Country Cleaners 1868 North 1200 West RCRA-CESQG

None Provided 5650 South 1900 West ERNS

None Provided 5600 South Weber Drive ERNS

None Provided 5702 South 1900 West ERNS

None Provided 5764 South Weber Drive ERNS

None Provided 1997 North 1225 West ERNS

None Provided 650 North Main HMIRS

Roy High School 5400 South 2100 West FTTS

Roy Jr. High School 5400 South 2100 West FTTS

Municipal Elementary 5775 South 2200 West FTTS

Sunset Water Sys 85 West 1800 North Sunset ICIS

Clinton City 1906 West 1800 North Clinton ICIS
NOTES:
NPL = National Priorities List (Superfund)
CERCLIS = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System
CORRACTS = CORRACTS is a list of handlers with RCRA Corrective Action Activity
RCRA-TSDF = RCRAInfo is the EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting RCRA of 1976 
and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. TSDFs treat, store, or dispose of the waste.
RCRA-LQG = RCRA Large Quantity Generator



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 1 1 5

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

RCRA-SQG = RCRA Small Quantity Generator
RCRA-CESQG = RCRA Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator
US ENG CONTROLS = United States Engineered Controls
US INST CONTROL = United States Institutional Controls
ERNS = Emergency Response Notification System
HMIRS = Hazardous Materials Incident Report System
DOD = Department of Defense
ROD = Record of Decision
TRIS = Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System
FTTS = FTTS tracks administrative cases and pesticide enforcement actions and compliance activities
ICIS = Integrated Compliance Information System - supports the information needs of the national enforcement and 
compliance program as well as the unique needs of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.
PADS = Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Activity Database identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or 
brokers and disposers of PCBs
UT UST/AST = Utah Underground Storage Tanks/Aboveground Storage Tanks
UT LUST/LAST = Utah Leaking Underground Storage Tanks/Aboveground Storage Tanks

Table 3-60 State of Utah Hazardous Waste Sites and 
Contaminated Properties within 0.5 Mile of the Study Area

Database 
(acronyms defined in table notes)

Number of Sites

UT LUST 33 (two within Hill Air Force Base)

UT UST 56 (two within Hill Air Force Base)

UT AST 4 (one within Hill Air Force Base)

UT Spills 27 (six within Hill Air Force Base)

UT Drycleaners 6 (none within Hill Air Force Base)

UT Brownfields 1 
NOTES:
UT = Utah
LUST = Leaking Underground Storage Tanks
UST = Underground Storage Tanks
AST = Aboveground Storage Tanks
SPILLS = Spills Data

Most facilities listed in the database search are small quantity generators, drycleaners, spills, above ground 
storage tanks, and underground storage tanks.

Hill Air Force Base
The Air Force has established programs to control the purchase, storage, and use of hazardous materials on Air 
Force installations to minimize the risks and costly cleanup associated with spills and to minimize the volume of 
hazardous waste generated. Hazardous materials are managed according to Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7086 
(Secretary of the Air Force, 2004) and the 2006 Hill Air Force Base supplements (Hill Air Force Base, 2006). 

The generation of hazardous waste inside the Base boundary is managed according to the Hill AFB Waste 
Management Plan (Hill Air Force Base Dynamic Document). Industrial activities at Hill Air Force Base create 
a number of hazardous wastes requiring storage until they can be disposed of at permitted offsite facilities. 
Typical hazardous wastes generated from maintenance activities at Hill Air Force Base include the following:

•	 Hazardous materials that can no longer be used
•	 Hazardous material spills and residues
•	 Wastes generated through vehicle maintenance activities
•	 Wastes created from various types of aircraft testing
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•	 Still bottoms from solvent recovery processes
•	 Shotblast residues
•	 Paint wastes

As hazardous wastes are generated, they are accumulated in satellite accumulation areas, labeled, and moved 
to <90-day accumulation areas or to permitted storage units located within the boundary of Hill Air Force Base. 
Hazardous waste may also be taken to the Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWTP), a permit-by-rule 
facility that is regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.

Hill Air Force Base Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Sites
The Department of Defense established the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) in 1975 to provide guidance 
and funding for the investigation and remediation of hazardous waste sites caused by historical disposal 
activities at military installations. The fundamental goal of the restoration program is to protect human health 
and the environment. The Air Force accomplishes this by eliminating or reducing to prescribed, safe levels any 
potential risks caused by the Air Force’s past operations.

The IRP is carried out in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws. The primary federal laws are CERCLA 
and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). CERCLA was passed in 1980 and required 
the cleanup, or remediation, of hazardous waste created by historic disposal practices. Congress gave the EPA 
responsibility for overseeing compliance with this law.
 
Hill Air Force Base falls under CERCLA because, in 1989, it was placed on the NPL. The NPL is the list of 
hazardous waste sites in the United States eligible for long-term remedial action (cleanup) financed under the 
federal Superfund program. EPA regulations outline a formal process for assessing hazardous waste sites and 
placing them on the NPL. The NPL is intended primarily to guide EPA in determining which sites warrant further 
investigation.

EPA refers to IRP Cleanup sites as operable units (OUs). All Hill Air Force Base OUs are undergoing investigation, 
remediation, or monitoring. OU sites near the eastern project terminus include spill areas, waste disposal sites, 
drum storage areas, USTs and piping, oil/water separators, waste treatment plants, and munitions disposal sites.
The 1800 North study corridor is located in the vicinity of multiple OU sites. OU 5 and OU 12 are north of the 
1800 North corridor. OU 9-1100 Area and OU 10 are located south of the study area. Figure 3-27 provides a 
site map showing the approximate location of operable units and the current extent of associated groundwater 
plumes. OU boundaries are not specifically delineated; OU labels represent the general OU area including 
monitoring points and treatment systems.

Operable Unit 5
OU 5 is located in the northwestern portion of Hill Air Force Base and consists of two shallow, dissolved-phase 
groundwater contaminant plumes and a small (approximately 0.4 acre total) area of arsenic-contaminated soil. 
The plumes originate on-Base and extend in a westerly direction beneath the cities of Sunset, Clinton, and Roy, 
Utah. The arsenic-contaminated soil area is located on-Base in the Tooele Army Rail Shop (TARS) area.

The plumes underlie a land surface area of approximately 350 acres on Hill Air Force Base and in the adjacent 
cities of Sunset, Clinton, and Roy. The primary contaminants of concern (COCs) are chemical cleaning and 
degreasing solvents used for decades in the industrial processes during the operation of facilities. Trichloroethene 
(TCE) is the most widespread COC (Hill Air Force Base, 2011). The plumes are referred to as the TARS Plume and 
the Zone 16 Plume, in reference to their respective source areas.

Groundwater contamination sources include (1) a sump that was connected to drains that discharged directly 
to soil in the TARS area, (2) the Zone 16 Complex (originally used for small arms repair in the 1940s) where 
miscellaneous releases of solvents occurred, and (3) possibly the former Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) 
located on-Base where any untreated contaminants could have been released to the drain field.

Three cleanup remedies for the groundwater contamination have been installed in the communities of Sunset 
and Clinton; two (an aeration curtain and a groundwater extraction trench) are currently in operation (Hill 
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Figure 3-27 Hill Air Force Base Operable Units, Groundwater Plumes, and Monitoring Points
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Air Force Base, 2011). The third remedy (a groundwater extraction system) was decommissioned due to the 
operational cost exceeding the benefit of contaminant mass reduction.

Arsenic in soil was discovered during source area investigations in the TARS area on-Base. The source of the 
arsenic in soil is unknown. Contamination appears to be limited to the upper few inches of surface soil. 
Elevated concentrations of arsenic do not appear in nearby monitoring wells used to monitor the TARS source 
area. Surface soil was found to have arsenic concentrations exceeding risk-based exposure concentration for 
workers (50.9mg/kg). These levels also exceed Hill Air Force Base natural arsenic background concentrations of 
9.76 mg/kg (Hill Air Force Base, 2009).

The contaminated soil covers approximately 0.4 acre with arsenic concentrations up to 203 milligrams per 
kilogram and is thought to be less than 2 feet deep.

Operable Unit 9 – 1100 Area
OU 9 includes several sites on Hill Air Force Base that are currently being investigated and managed under one 
OU. OU 9 was originally designated to investigate all areas of Hill Air Force Base that were not included in the 
other OUs or investigation/remediation programs; therefore, OU 9 contains noncontiguous components. Both 
contaminated soil and groundwater are addressed as part of this OU. Most of the contamination associated 
with OU 9 is located in the 1100 Area of the Base and a small area near Sunset City is affected by groundwater 
contamination (Smith, 2011). 

The 1100 Area includes TCE-contaminated groundwater, both on- and off-Base, along the western Base 
boundary. The 1100 Area is currently under investigation; therefore, there are no clean-up remedies in place.

Operable Unit 10
OU 10 deals with groundwater contamination plumes near Hill Air Force Base’s West Gate and in the communities 
of Sunset and Clearfield. Groundwater contamination associated with OU 10 ranges from 8 feet to 290 feet 
underground. The primary COCs at OU 10 are dissolved-phase tetrachloroethene (PCE) and TCE. Hill Air Force 
Base is currently investigating the plumes to determine the stability of the groundwater plumes.

Investigations to date have determined the most-likely source of the contamination was the use of chlorinated 
solvents for vehicle and munitions maintenance from the end of World War II to the 1960s. An identified source 
of TCE contamination is an oil/water separator previously located at Building 1244. Hill Air Force Base removed 
the oil/water separator in 2003. Although records were not kept at the time, it is also likely some solvents were 
released to the ground or into drains in the 1200 Area of Hill Air Force Base. 

No cleanup remedies are in place at this time. However, Hill Air Force Base is currently conducting a treatability 
study to determine if phytoremediation, which uses the root systems of plants to collect and treat groundwater 
contaminants, is a feasible remedy option.

Operable Unit 12
OU 12 consists of contamination located in the northwest portion of Hill Air Force Base and in the communities 
of Roy and Sunset. OU 12 includes contaminated soil and shallow groundwater on Hill Air Force Base at the 
former Aspen Avenue Disposal Area (AADA), contaminated shallow groundwater located beneath Roy City, 
and contaminated shallow groundwater located beneath the extreme northeast portion of Sunset City. 

The primary contaminants in the groundwater at OU 12 are cleaning and degreasing solvents, the most 
widespread of which is TCE. TCE and asbestos-containing material that originate from construction debris 
are the primary contaminants in the soil at the former AADA. Primary chemicals of concern found in OU 12 
groundwater include TCE, cis 1,2 dichloroethene (DCE), PCE, carbon tetrachloride, and chloroform.

Groundwater contamination at OU 12 was initially discovered in 1998 as part of environmental restoration 
investigations on Hill Air Force Base. Further field investigations identified AADA as the primary source for the 
TCE in OU 12. In 2003, a number of old drums were found buried in the former disposal area where building 
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debris and other construction material were placed or disposed. These drums contained residual TCE, waste 
oils, and sludge. There are no records of disposal activities in this area. 

A former WWTP located on Hill Air Force Base, south of the AADA and just north of the study area, may have 
been a source of carbon tetrachloride contamination that has also been found in the plume. The plume of TCE-
contaminated groundwater extends approximately 1.5 miles into Roy.

Chemical vapors above the area of contamination where the contaminated groundwater is at or near basement 
levels have been found in some homes in Roy. Hill Air Force Base has implemented a chemical vapor testing 
program in homes located above areas of groundwater contamination. The Air Force has made a long-term 
commitment with Roy residents to monitor and prevent the vapors from entering their homes.

An investigation to determine if airborne asbestos could possibly migrate from the AADA was performed in 
2006. No detectable levels of airborne asbestos were found at any of the monitoring stations surrounding the 
AADA. Hill Air Force Base has removed contaminated soil and debris in the northern portion of the AADA in 
preparation for the relocation of the northern Base entry gate.

Hill Air Force Base has implemented three clean-up remedies at OU 12. These include a groundwater containment 
system, a permeable reactive barrier wall, and soil excavation and disposal.

Monitoring Points and Treatment Systems
Several monitoring networks including treatment systems, monitoring points, soil vapor probes, and other 
sampling points have been installed throughout the area west of Hill Air Force Base. See Figure 3-27 for 
monitoring points locations.

Hazardous Waste Found in Buildings and Structural Components
Table 3-61 lists common hazardous materials that could be present in buildings and structural components 
considered for demolition. The TARS is located on Hill Air Force Base, just east of 1800 North. The Air Force 
has not conducted investigations to determine what types of hazardous waste exist at the TARS facility, but 
buildings and structures of this type generally contain the hazardous waste shown in Table 3-61.

Table 3-61 Typical Hazardous Waste Found in Buildings and Structural Components

Hazardous Waste Source Material

Lead-based paint (LBP) Building surfaces, steel, window surfaces, chalking

Asbestos-containing materials (ACM) Floor tiles, caulking, siding, insulation, ceiling materials

Mercury Fluorescent light tubes, thermostats, lighted exit signs or emergency lights, 
electric control panels

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) Fluorescent light ballasts, transformers, generators, circuit breakers, caulking

Trichlorobenzene (TCB) Fluorescent light ballasts, transformers

Diethylhexyl phthalate (DEPH) Fluorescent light ballasts, transformers

Cadmium Lighted exit signs or emergency lights, batteries, battery chargers

Lead Lighted exit signs or emergency lights, batteries, battery chargers

Ozone-depleting chemicals (ODCs) Smoke detectors, fire extinguishers, drinking water fountains, air-conditioner 
and chiller units

Americium Smoke detectors

Lithium Batteries in emergency lighting

Tritium Exit signs

Ethylene glycol Air-conditioner and chiller units

Radium Electric control panels

Radiological materials Building surfaces, equipment, and/or debris (metal, concrete, asphalt, or other
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3.18.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Under the No-action Alternative, no improvements in the study area would be constructed except for routine 
maintenance activities. Therefore, no impacts to potentially hazardous waste sites would occur.

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Environmental Data Resources Database
Alternatives A through F would potentially encounter areas of environmental concern from historical incidents 
along the 1800 North corridor. The Environmental Data Resources Database search revealed over 100 sites 
along the 1800 North corridor. To narrow down the list of sites that may have direct impacts to Alternatives 
A through F, only those sites located immediately adjacent (within 500 feet) to the 1800 North corridor were 
analyzed. Table 3-62 provides a summary of these sites and their potential impact on each alternative (see also 
Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2).

Table 3-62 Moderate to High Potential Contaminated Site Impact for the 1800 North Corridor

Alternative
Total Number 

of Sites on Each 
Alignment

Total Moderate to High 
Potentially Contaminated 

Sites Impacting the 
Alternative

Moderate to High Potential 
Contamination Sites or Events

Leaking Underground 
Storage Tank Sites1 Recorded Spills2

Alternative A 
through C

23 7 6 1

Alternative D 
through F

25 7 6 1

1Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites:
•	 UDOT – 2057 West 1800 North (see Sheet 1 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2)
•	 Dees Service – 1793 North 2000 West (this site does not fit within the boundaries of the Chapter 3 Figures in 

Volume 2)
•	 Clinton City – 1906 West 1800 North (see Sheet 1 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2)
•	 Vera Wallace Residence – 1286 West 1800 North (see Sheet 3 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2)
•	 Sunset City – 470 West 1800 North (see Sheet 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, and 26 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2)
•	 7-11 – 1771 North Main Street (see Sheet 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, and 27 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2)

2Recorded Spills:
•	 Soil Sterilant Spill – 1088 West 1640 North  (this site does not fit within the boundaries of the Chapter 3 Figures 

in Volume 2) 

Of the 23 to 25 sites identified in Table 3-62 that are immediately adjacent to Alternatives A through F, only 
seven sites would have a moderate to high probability of contamination (six leaking underground storage 
tank sites and one recorded spill). The remainder of the sites would have a low probability of contamination; 
therefore, it is unlikely Alternatives A through F would disturb hazardous waste at these sites.
 
The seven sites that would have a moderate to high probability of contamination  are discussed below.

UDOT Station No. 1421 (3000220)
This site is located at 2057 West 1800 North in Clinton City (see Sheet 1 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2) 
and contains a closed leaking underground storage tank. Sites of this type have a moderate probability of 
contamination. Alternatives A through F would require a small amount of right-of-way from this property and 
soil contaminated with petroleum could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work would stop 
in the area of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 Environmental Compliance, 
and the contractor would consult with UDOT and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to 
determine the appropriate remedial measures. Because appropriate measures would be taken if construction 
disturbs this site, no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected.
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Dee’s Service (3000034)
This site is located at 1793 North 2000 West in Clinton City and contains two closed leaking underground 
storage tanks. Sites of this type have a moderate probability of contamination. The site is located just north 
of the proposed improvements associated with Alternatives A through F and no right-of-way acquisition is 
anticipated. Soil contaminated with petroleum could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work 
would stop in the area of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 Environmental 
Compliance, and the contractor would consult with UDOT and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) to determine the appropriate remedial measures. Because appropriate measures would be taken if 
construction disturbs this site, no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected.

Clinton City Corporation (3000300)
This site is located at 1906 West 1800 North in Clinton City (see Sheet 1 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2) 
and contains a closed leaking underground storage tank. Sites of this type have a moderate probability of 
contamination. Alternatives A through F would require a small amount of right-of-way from this property and 
soil contaminated with petroleum could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work would stop 
in the area of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 Environmental Compliance, 
and the contractor would consult with UDOT and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to 
determine the appropriate remedial measures. Because appropriate measures would be taken if construction 
disturbs this site, no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected.

Vera Wallace Residence (3000493)
This site is located at 1286 West 1800 North in Clinton City (see Sheet 3 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2) 
and contains a closed leaking underground storage tank. Sites of this type have a moderate probability of 
contamination. Alternatives A through F would require a small amount of right-of-way from this property and 
soil contaminated with petroleum could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work would stop 
in the area of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 Environmental Compliance, 
and the contractor would consult with UDOT and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to 
determine the appropriate remedial measures. Because appropriate measures would be taken if construction 
disturbs this site, no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected.

Sunset City Corporation (3000178)
This site is located at 470 West 1800 North in Sunset City (see Sheets 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, and 26  of Chapter 3 
Figures in Volume 2) and contains a closed leaking underground storage tank. Sites of this type have a moderate 
probability of contamination. Alternatives A through F would require right-of-way from this property and soil 
contaminated with petroleum could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work would stop 
in the area of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 Environmental Compliance, 
and the contractor would consult with UDOT and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to 
determine the appropriate remedial measures. Because appropriate measures would be taken if construction 
disturbs this site, no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected.

7-Eleven 1851-23103 (3000186)
This site is located at 1771 North Main Street in Sunset City (see Sheets 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, and 27 of Chapter 3 
Figures in Volume 2) and contains a closed leaking underground storage tank. Sites of this type have a moderate 
probability of contamination. Alternatives A through F would require right-of-way from this property and soil 
contaminated with petroleum could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work would stop 
in the area of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 Environmental Compliance, 
and the contractor would consult with UDOT and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to 
determine the appropriate remedial measures. Because appropriate measures would be taken if construction 
disturbs this site, no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected.

Soil Sterilant Spill
This site is located at 1088 West 1640 North in Clinton Utah and is over 650-ft south of the proposed 
improvements associated with Alternatives A through F . No right-of-way acquisition would be required and it 
is not anticipated that hazardous waste would be disturbed at this site.
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Hill Air Force Base
Hill Air Force Base Environmental Restoration Program Sites
Four Hill Air Force Base OUs (OU 5, OU 9, OU 10, and OU 12) are located in the eastern vicinity of the 1800 North 
corridor. Construction activities under Alternatives A through F would potentially encounter contaminated soil 
or groundwater associated with these OUs. Coordination with Hill Air Force Base would be required and would 
allow input from Hill Air Force Base through the design process to potentially avoid Hill Air Force Base originated 
contamination. 

OU 5 is located in the northwestern portion of Hill Air Force Base and consists of two shallow, dissolved-phase 
groundwater contaminant plumes and a small (approximately 0.4 acre total) area of arsenic-contaminated soil. 
The plumes originate on-Base and extend in a westerly direction beneath the cities of Sunset, Clinton, and Roy, 
Utah. The arsenic-contaminated soil area is located on-Base in the TARS area.

Approximately 1,300 cubic yards of contaminated soil would need to be removed before construction of 
Alternatives A through F (see Sheets 8, 9, 12, 13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24, 25, 28, and 29 of Chapter 3 Figures in 
Volume 2 to see how the alternatives impact the groundwater plumes and arsenic-contaminated soil associated 
with OU 5). It is anticipated that this contaminated soil would be identified during the design phase and UDOT 
would coordinate with Hill Air Force Base on the appropriate clean up measures.

If contaminated materials or soil are encountered on property that was owned by Hill Air Force Base during 
construction of Alternatives A through F that have not been previously identified, appropriate containment and 
disposal measures would be required and implemented. UDOT would contact the Environmental Management 
Division on Hill Air Force Base to ensure proper handling of materials. Appropriate protective measures, which 
are dependent on the hazardous waste encountered, would be implemented based on direction from the 
Environmental Management Division; therefore, potential impacts to human health and the environment would 
be minimal. Before construction activities, UDOT and the Air Force would determine responsibility for IRP-
related activities such as closure and relocation of monitoring wells and cleaning up or installing a temporary 
cap on any soil contamination uncovered by demolition or excavation.

IRP sites are currently undergoing treatment, and discovery of additional contamination would require expansion 
of the respective OU treatment systems by Hill Air Force Base.

Monitoring Points and Treatment Systems
Relocation or abandonment of monitoring points and treatment systems, which are shown on Figure 3-27, 
may be required before construction activities under Alternatives A through F. During the design phase of the 
project, Hill Air Force Base 75th Civil Engineering Group/CEV (Environmental Management Division) would need 
to be involved in the construction planning. Coordination with 75 CEG/CEV would identify monitoring points 
which would need to be relocated and/or abandoned. At that time, 75 CEG/CEV would identify procedures for 
both the Air Force and UDOT to accommodate the relocations.

Vapor Intrusion
Hill Air Force Base has investigated areas north and south of Alternatives A through F for vapor intrusion as part 
of the Basewide Indoor Air Program (IAP). The Hill AFB, Utah, Basewide Residential Sampling Data Summary 
Report, 1 February 2010 through 31 January 2011 (MWH, August 2011) indicates that Alternatives A through 
F do not intersect the residential IAP study areas.

Hazardous Waste Found in Buildings and Structural Components
Alternatives A through F would require the demolition of several structures. In addition, Alternatives A, B, D, 
and E would require the demolition of the TARS facility. Lead-based paint and asbestos-containing materials 
would be mitigated before demolition activities. These materials would be properly removed and disposed, 
limiting the potential for future exposure.

Demolishing residential and commercial property within the 1800 North corridor would generate waste 
materials including hazardous wastes, nonhazardous wastes, mixed wastes, and/or other waste classifications 
with specific management or disposal requirements.
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Unidentified Soil and Groundwater Contamination
During construction, the contractor would be required to comply with UDOT Standard Specification 01355 
Environmental Compliance. This specification provides guidance in the event that hazardous materials are 
discovered or generated during construction activities.

If sites containing hazardous material would be affected, UDOT would coordinate with the Utah Division 
of Environmental Response and Remediation (DERR) and/or the EPA, the construction contractor, and the 
appropriate property owners during the final design phase of the project. This coordination involves determining 
the status of the sites of concern at the time of construction and identifying the nature and extent of remaining 
contamination (if any) to minimize the risk to all parties involved. UDOT would determine the need for phase 
I environmental site assessments at suspect properties during the final design phase to further evaluate the 
potential for encountering hazardous materials within the right-of-way for Alternatives A through F. If the 
assessments determine that contamination is still present, the remedial measures would be determined based 
on the nature and extent of contamination through coordination with the DERR and/or EPA.
 
Previously unidentified sites or contamination (such as buried drums, fuel underground storage tanks [USTs], 
or solvent USTs) could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work would stop in the area of 
the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 – Environmental Compliance, and the 
contractor would consult with UDOT, the DERR, and Hill Air Force Base to determine the appropriate remedial 
measures. Hazardous wastes are handled according to UDOT Standard Specification 01355 – Environmental 
Compliance and the requirements and regulations of the Utah DEQ and EPA. 

Because appropriate measures, such as the appropriate coordination and adherence to UDOT Standard 
Specification 01355 – Environmental Compliance, would be taken if construction disturbs unidentified sites, 
no impacts to workers or the environment would be expected. A minor beneficial impact would be expected 
since discovery of previously unidentified contaminated soil and groundwater would allow site investigation 
and remediation to occur. 

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are expected.

Mitigation
Mitigation for impacts to Hill Air Force Base Environmental Restoration Program Sites include:

•	 UDOT will notify and coordinate with the Hill Air Force Base Environmental Management Division 
before demolition and construction activities to identify monitoring locations that will need to be 
abandoned or relocated. The Air Force will determine the number of samples to be collected and 
which analysis will be necessary before determining required action necessary each monitoring point. 
Soils will not be removed from the site without written Environmental Management Division approval.

•	 If contaminated materials or soil are encountered on Hill Air Force Base during construction that have 
not been previously identified, appropriate containment and disposal measures will be required and 
implemented. UDOT will contact the Environmental Management Division to ensure proper handling 
of materials. Protective measures will be implemented based on direction from the Environmental 
Management Division, and potential impacts to human health and the environment will be minimal. 
Before construction activities, UDOT and the Air Force will determine responsibility for IRP-related 
activities such as closure and relocation of monitoring wells and cleaning up or installing a temporary 
cap on any soil contamination uncovered by demolition or excavation.

•	 UDOT will work with the Air Force to coordinate Air Force remediation activities, including monitoring/
sampling and investigation before, during, and after demolition or construction activities. Before 
construction, UDOT will obtain specific recommendations to install vapor barriers, which will prevent 
vapor instruction of volatile subsurface contaminants.
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3 . 1 9  V I S U A L  C O N D I T I O N S
 

3.19.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Visual or scenic resources within the study area are the natural and built features of the landscape that contribute 
to the public’s experience and appreciation of the environment. For the 1800 North corridor these include the 
Wasatch Mountains to the east, trees and other landscaping throughout the corridor, and the built environment 
including various historical structures. Visual resource or scenic impacts are generally defined in terms of a 
project’s physical characteristics and potential visibility and the extent to which the project’s presence would 
change the perceived visual character and quality of the environment in which it would be located.

Methodology
The visual analysis documents the existing visual conditions in the study area and assesses the extent to which 
Alternatives A through F would affect the valued qualities of the study area’s scenic resources.

Views are what can be seen of the study area from the surrounding neighborhoods and communities. 

Viewshed is the area surrounding a study area from which the project is, or potentially could be, visible 
to viewers.

Viewers are people who have views of the project. Viewers are usually discussed in terms of general 
categories of activities (such as residents, workers, recreationists [park users or bicyclists], pedestrians, or 
motorists [both commuters and leisure travelers]) and are referred to as “viewer groups.” In the study area 
there are primarily two viewer groups:

•	 Those traveling within the study area
•	 Those adjacent to the 1800 North study corridor

Viewer sensitivity (or level of concern) is a combination of the following factors for a specific view:
•	 How many people have that view and what types of viewers are they? 
•	 How long can they see the view? Residents and recreationists generally have views of long duration 

while bicyclists and motorists typically have short-duration views. 
•	 What is their likely level of concern about the appearance, aesthetics, and quality of the view? 

Level of concern is a subjective response that is affected by factors such as the visual character of 
the surrounding landscape, the activity a viewer is engaged in, and their values, expectations, and 
interests. Generally residents and recreationists are considered to be highly sensitive viewers, and 
local business staff and commuters are considered to be less sensitive.

•	 Low viewer sensitivity exists when there are few viewers who experience a defined view or they 
are not particularly concerned about the view. High viewer sensitivity exists when there are many 
viewers who have a view frequently or for a long duration, as well as viewers (many or few), such 
as those in a residential neighborhood, who are likely to be very aware of and concerned about the 
view. Viewer sensitivity or level of concern does not imply support for or opposition to a proposed 
project; it is a neutral term that is an important parameter in assessing visual quality.

Visual character is an impartial description of what the landscape consists of and is defined by the 
relationships between the existing visible natural and built landscape features. These relationships are 
considered in terms of dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity. Visual character-defining resources and 
features include:

•	 Landforms: types, gradients, and scale. 
•	 Vegetation: types, size, maturity, and continuity.
•	 Land uses: height, bulk, scale, and architectural detail of associated buildings and ancillary site 

uses.
•	 Transportation facilities: types, sizes, scale, and directional orientation.
•	 Overhead utility structures and lighting: types, sizes, and scale.
•	 Open space: type (e.g., parks, reserves, greenbelts, and undeveloped land), extent, and continuity.
•	 Viewpoints and views to visual resources.
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•	 Water bodies, historic structures, and downtown skylines.
•	 Apparent “grain” or texture, such as the size and distribution of structures and unbuilt properties 

or open spaces of the landscape.
•	 Apparent upkeep and maintenance.

Visual Conditions of the Study Area
The corridor is characterized by developed residential and commercial property. Big box retail with pad retail 
sites are located near large intersections at the western extent of the corridor. Retail sites transition to mostly 
single story, single family residential neighborhoods toward the east.

The Wasatch Mountains contribute to the vividness or memorability of the view. Transmission lines and roadside 
signage within the corridor reduce the intactness of the view. The corridor’s visual unity is a combination of 
retail and residential development, transportation corridor, and natural vegetation.

The study area contains no unique or remarkable features that distinguish it visually from surrounding land. The 
site is located in Clinton and Sunset, Utah and is bordered to the east by Hill Air Force Base, and to the north, 
south, and west by residential and commercial property. The regional landscape consists of suburban setting, 
low density development. The corridor contains few intermittent undeveloped parcels and is crossed by a rail 
right of way and a large electrical corridor that run perpendicular to the corridor. The project corridor contains 
transportation infrastructure, railroad infrastructure, and wastewater infrastructure, etc. Figure 3-28 shows the 
existing visual conditions in the study area.
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The study area does not contain areas of identified statewide scenic significance or regional focal points, or 
established or protected viewsheds. There are no bodies of water frequented for recreation or scenic purposes 
in the study area. There are no designated scenic highways or byways within or near the study area. Travelers on 
I-15 would be afforded views of the study area, although high travel speeds would limit the length of exposure 
to the area. Given the existing development of the corridor, traveler sensitivity is expected to be low on I-15. 
The view of the study area would be typical through this stretch of the interstate. Viewer sensitivity would be 
greatest within the 1800 North corridor based on the proximity to residences and commercial and retail centers 
and motorist use of 1800 North.

As a part of the process of evaluating the visual sensitivity, a review was made of the plans, regulations, 
ordinances, and design standards adopted by Clinton and Sunset cities to identify any provisions that designate 
specific landscape areas or features as scenic resources deserving of special protection. No adopted state or 
municipal planning documents limit or restrict the amount of visual alteration that may occur within the corridor.

Primarily, there are two viewer groups who view the study area. The first group is those traveling within the 
study area and the second group is those adjacent to the corridor. 

3.19.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
Visual conditions in the study area under the No-action Alternative would include changes associated with 
implementation of current and future zoning and land use plans. The appearance of roadway features would 
remain mostly unchanged with shoulders, curb and gutter, sidewalks, parkstrips, other landscape, and lighting 
remaining unimproved and non-continuous along the corridor. Mature vegetation would remain, other than 
in areas being redeveloped and/or converted to other land uses. Overhead utilities would remain unchanged. 

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Alternatives A through F consist of three main elements:

•	 Construction of additional travel lanes on 1800 North
•	 Construction of a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North over the existing railroad tracks
•	 Construction of a new interchange at I-15 and 1800 North

This visual assessment will describe the visual impact of each element. Alternatives A through F would have the 
same visual impact.

Additional Travel Lanes on 1800 North
The addition of travel lanes as a result of Alternatives A through F would change the overall visual character 
of the corridor for both viewer groups. Both those traveling on 1800 North and those adjacent to 1800 North 
would notice changes to 1800 North as a result of additional lanes, curb and gutter, park strips, sidewalks,  
driveways, commercial access, and cross streets. Alternatives A through F would remove the existing vegetation 
and developed surface within the study area and replace it with concrete or asphalt. The visual impact of adding 
travel lanes on 1800 North would remain localized, with changes to visual quality less apparent with increasing 
distance. 

In areas where the removal of the front-row of homes is required as part of the 1800 North widening, the view 
from the backyards of the second row of homes would change substantially. These areas would include the 
south side of 1800 North between approximately 1300 West and Clinton Elementary School for Alternatives 
A through F (see Sheet 3 of Chapter 3 Figures in Volume 2) and the north side of 1800 North between 
approximately 300 West and Main Street for Alternatives A through C (see Sheet 7, 11, and 15 of Chapter 3 
Figures in Volume 2). In the short-term, the residents in these second row of homes would have a view of the 
widened 1800 North and the associated additional lanes, curb and gutter, park strips, and sidewalks. In the 
long-term, as potential development takes place between the second row of homes and the widened 1800 
North, these residents may have a view of commercial or residential properties. 
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For travelers along I-15 and 2000 West, the addition of travel lanes as part of Alternatives A through F would 
blend into the existing context. Overall, viewer response would be expected to be limited due to minimal 
exposure and sensitivity in this area.

The additional travel lanes on 1800 North are expected to cause visual character and quality impacts to both 
those traveling on 1800 North and those adjacent to 1800 North (see photos below for examples of how 
a widened 1800 would look). Some viewers may see this change as a negative impact while other viewers 
may see this change as an improvement due to the construction of roadway amenities such as sidewalk and 
parkstrip.

9000 South in Salt Lake County, Utah9400 South in Salt Lake County, Utah

Railroad Separation Structure
For both viewer groups, the greatest degree of visual contrast on the 1800 North corridor would likely come 
from the rail separation structure, constructed as part of Alternatives A through F, extending above the horizon 
and into the skyline. Construction of the rail separation structure would occur in a flat area that is bordered on 
the east and west by residential properties. The existing rail lines run close to the ground surface. The proposed 
rail separation structure would elevate 1800 North above these rail lines and would add approximately 30 feet 
to the profile in this area. Those adjacent to 1800 North within the limits of the structure and embankment, 
from approximately 810 West to 300 West, would experience the greatest impact to visual character and 
quality as a result of the rail separation structure. Residences of homes in this area would no longer have a 
view of the homes and landscape across 1800 North, but would have a view of the frontage road and retaining 
wall (see photos below for examples of how the rail separation structure and frontage road would look). Some 
viewers may see this change as a negative impact while others viewers may see this change as an improvement 
due to the construction of a patterned wall that blocks their view of the roadway.

RR Overpass at 400 South in Springville, UtahRR Overpass at 200 North in Kaysville, Utah
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New Interchange at I-15 and 1800 North
Under Alternatives A through F a new Interchange would be constructed in the area east of Main Street within 
the existing I-15 footprint and would extend into Hill Air Force Base. The location and design of proposed 
access ramps and the reconstructed I-15 footprint differ for each Alternative; however, visual resource impacts 
would be similar for all alternatives.

Construction of a new interchange would alter the viewshed for the viewer group traveling within the study 
area (residents, travelers, and workers at Hill Air Force Base) because the changes would be east of Main Street 
where there are no residences. Users of the 1800 North corridor do not currently see Hill Air Force Base from 
the Main Street and 1800 North intersection. An interchange would provide line of sight into the Air Force Base 
area. Travel on the extended 1800 North roadway and the ramps would afford views of the Falcon Hill area as 
it develops.

The appearance of the Main Street and 1800 North intersection would be changed for both viewer groups. 
This three-way intersection would become four-way, and vehicles from I-15 would have access to areas that are 
currently only accessible via frontage road or through Hill Air Force Base security gates.

Aesthetics
Since the study area is highly visible to the communities and the many drivers who utilize this route, the UDOT 
Aesthetic Policy would be implemented during the final design phase of the project to determine what, if any 
aesthetic treatment would be incorporated as a part of the project.

Indirect Impacts
Indirect impacts to visual conditions are not expected as a result of Alternatives A through F.

Mitigation
During the design phase, a landscaping plan will be developed that is consistent with the existing aesthetics of 
the corridor.
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3 . 2 0  I N V A S I V E  S P E C I E S
 

Executive Order 13112 directs federal agencies to expand and coordinate their efforts to combat the 
introduction and spread of plants and animals not native to the United States. Non-native flora and fauna 
can cause substantial changes to ecosystems, upset the ecological balance, and cause economic harm to our 
nation’s agricultural and recreational sectors. Since roadway corridors provide opportunities for the movement 
of invasive species through the landscape, it is important that roadway projects include measures to combat the 
introduction and spread of invasive species. The State of Utah Department of Agriculture and Food maintains a 
Utah Noxious Weeds List with which designates three classes of noxious weeds: Class A, Class B, and Class C. 

•	 Class A – Early Detection Rapid Response: Declared noxious weeds not native to the sate of Utah 
that pose a serious threat to the state and should be considered as a very high priority. 

Blackhenbane   Hyoseyamus niger
Diffuse Knapweed   Centaurea diffusa 
Leafy Spurge         Euphorbia esula 
Medusahead             Taeniatherum caput-medusae
Oxeye daisy            Chrysanthemum leucanthemum 
Perennial Sorghum spp.   including but not limited to Johnson Grass (Sorghum   
     halepense) and Sorghum Almum (Sorghum Almum, Parodi)
Purple Loosestrife        Lythrum salicaria 
Spotted Knapweed      Centaurea maculosa 
Squarrose Knapweed     Centaurea Squarrosa 
St. Johnsworts           Hypericum perforatum 
Sulfur cinquefoil         Potentilla recta 
Yellow Starthistle         Centaurea solstitialis 
Yellow Toadflax          Linaria vulgaris

•	 Class B – Control: Declared noxious weeds not native to the state of Utah that pose a threat to the 
state and should be considered a high priority for control.

Bermudagrass           Cynodon dactylon  
Broad-leaved Peppergrass     Lepidium latifolium 
Dalmation Toadflax        Linaria dalmatica 
Dyers Woad             Isatis tinctoria 
Hoary cress            Cardaria spp.
Musk Thistle            Carduus nutans 
Poison Hemlock          Conium maculatum 
Russian Knapweed         Centaurea repens 
Scotch Thistle           Onopordium acanthium 
Squarrose Knapweed        Centaurea virgata ssp.

•	 Class C – Containment: Declared noxious weeds not native to the state of Utah that are widely 
spread but pose a threat to the agricultural industry and agricultural products with a focus on stopping 
expansion.

Field Bindweed          Convolvulus spp.
Canada Thistle          Cirsium arvense 
Houndstounge           Cynoglossum officianale 
Saltcedar            Tamarix ramosissima 
Quackgrass            Agropyron repens 
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3.20.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Land uses and degrees of development vary widely throughout the study area. There are highly developed 
areas through Sunset and most of Clinton that are well maintained that would provide little opportunity for the 
movement of invasive species. However, there are also vacant land and other land that is not well maintained. 
These areas provide the greatest opportunity for movement and the spread of invasive species. 

3.20.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not provide opportunities for movement of invasive species.

Alternatives A through F
Direct Impacts
Alternatives A through F include roadway construction and would provide opportunities for the movement of 
invasive species.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation
Project Commitment
To minimize the movement of invasive species, the Contractor will be required to comply with UDOT’s Special 
Provision 02924S – Invasive Weed Control. 

Mitigation
No mitigation planned.
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3 . 2 1  W I L D  A N D  S C E N I C  R I V E R S
 

3.21.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
A wild and scenic river is defined by the Wild and Scenic River Act (16 USC §1271-1287) as one that qualifies for 
inclusion on the Nationwide Inventory maintained by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, which 
requires that it must be free-flowing (i.e., “existing or flowing in a natural condition without impoundment, 
diversion, straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of the waterway”) and possess “outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or similar values.”

There are no wild and scenic rivers within or near the study area.

3.21.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not have any impact on wild and scenic rivers.

Alternatives A through F
Alternatives A through F would not have any impact on wild and scenic rivers.

Mitigation
No mitigation is required.



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 1 3 2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

3 . 2 2  P E R M I T S
 

3.22.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
The No-action Alternative would not require any permits. 

3.22.2 ALTERNATIVES A THROUGH F
Implementation of Alternatives A through F would require application for and approval of the regulatory 
permits listed in Table 3-63.

Table 3-63 Required Permits and Clearances

Permit
Granting 

Agency(ies)
Applicant

Application 
Time

Granting Time
Applicable Portion 

of Project

Section 401 
Certification (Clean 
Water Act)

UDWQ UDOT
Design/
Construction 
Phase

Before 
Construction

Required if the 
project could result 
in any discharge into 
navigable waters

Section 404 Permit 
(Clean Water Act)

USACE UDOT
Design/
Construction 
Phase

Before 
Construction

Required for fill or 
dredging activities in 
Waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands

Section 402 Permit 
(UPDES)

UDWQ Contractor
Construction 
Phase

Before 
Construction

Storm water quality 
during construction 
phase

Air Quality Approval 
Order

UDWQ Contractor
Construction 
Phase

Before 
Construction

Air quality during 
construction phase 
(emissions from 
equipment)

Water Rights 
(Change deed 
record or apply for 
change in point of 
diversion)

Utah Division of 
Water Rights

UDOT
Right-of-way 
acquisition phase

Right-of-way 
acquisition 
phase

Changes in point of 
diversion or changes 
of use associated with 
wells

Section 106 of the 
NHPA

Utah SHPO 
and ACHP

UDOT
Concurrent 
with EIS

Final EIS
Mitigation of historic 
and archaeological 
resources

MOA
Utah SHPO 
and ACHP

UDOT EIS Phase Final EIS
Impacts on NRHP-
eligible properties

Approval of 
Remediation Work 
Plan (potentially)

UDEQ or EPA UDOT EIS Phase
Before 
Construction

Hazardous waste, 
CERCLIS, and NPL sites

Construction-
related permits \
for all of the above 
(potentially)

Various Agencies Contractor Contractor
Before 
Construction

Impacts associated 
with offsite activities 
such as construction 
staging, borrow areas, 
batch plant sites, and 
so on
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3 . 2 3  E N E R G Y
 

In the context of transportation projects, energy is consumed during both the construction and the operational 
phases of the project. For construction, it is used to manufacture and transport materials and to operate 
construction machinery. During operation of the facility, energy is primarily related to vehicle fuel consumption, 
which is dependent upon vehicle miles traveled and travel conditions, i.e. vehicle type, speed, weather 
conditions, and roadway conditions such as vertical grade, roadway geometry, and the type and condition of 
the pavement.

The energy requirements were analyzed for the construction and operational needs for both the No-action 
Alternative and Alternatives A through F. Alternatives A through F were analyzed together since the differences 
would not result in a substantial difference in the outcomes of this analysis. Construction energy requirements 
were analyzed on a qualitative basis as to whether the alternative would require construction activities. 
Operational energy requirements were analyzed on quantitative, as well as a qualitative basis.

3.23.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Construction
The No-action Alternative would not involve construction activities specific to this project and therefore, would 
not consume energy for construction of new improvements. Alternatives A through F would involve construction 
activities and would therefore directly consume energy in the form of energy used to operate construction 
machinery, provide construction lighting, and produce and transport materials used in the construction of the 
project, such as asphalt. Calculations for anticipated energy consumption for construction activities were not 
undertaken in this analysis.

Operational
The operational energy analysis is based upon the traffic analyses prepared in connection with this EIS. Using the 
daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) calculated by the traffic model for this EIS, overall energy consumption from 
the operation of the facility was calculated and compared for both the No-action Alternative and Alternatives A 
through F. The energy consumption calculations were made by calculating the average daily VMT for I-15 in the 
study area and dividing it by an average vehicle fuel consumption rate in miles per gallon (mpg), using on-the-
road estimates for new light-duty vehicles (including cars and light trucks weighing less than 8,500 pounds) and 
freight trucks greater than 10,000 pounds, as contained in the U.S. Department of Energy, Energy information 
Administration’s Annual Energy Outlook 2011 (U.S. Dept. of Energy 2011) under the standard Reference case 
(which assumes that existing laws and current regulations will remain unchanged throughout the projection 
period, unless the legislation establishing them sets a sunset date or specifies how they will change). See Table 
3-64.

For existing conditions, an average vehicle fuel efficiency of 23.2 mpg for light-duty vehicles was used (using 
2009 rates). For both the No-action Alternative and Alternatives A through F, an average vehicle fuel efficiency 
of 30.6 mpg was used (using projected 2035 rates). These standards were used for comparison purposes only 
and are not intended to be exact outcomes since many factors would influence the real life fuel consumption 
numbers, including but not limited to the turnover of new to existing vehicles; the adoption of newer and more 
fuel efficient technologies; and the percentage of unconventional vehicles (those that use diesel, alternative 
fuels, and/or hybrid electric systems) to conventional gasoline vehicles. Also, fuel efficiency standards may 
exceed those utilized in this analysis, as the corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standard for fuel mileage 
in 2035 is 35.9 mpg under the Reference case.

Table 3-64 Comparison of Operational Energy Requirements

Alternative
Operational Energy Requirements

VMT Fuel Consumption (gallons)

Existing Conditions 1,688,356 39,169,859.2

No-action Alternative 2,619,165 80,146,449.0

Alternatives A through F 2,643,603 80,894,251.8
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Travel demand in the study area would be similar under the No-action Alternative and Alternatives A through F. 
Alternatives A through F have a slightly higher travel demand, due in part to the convenience of the new I-15 
interchange resulting in an attraction of additional trips that otherwise would have had to utilize alternative 
routes to access the freeway. Alternatives A through F therefore have a higher level of operational energy 
consumption due to the increased number of vehicle miles traveled in the study area. However, the quantitative 
analysis does not take into account the reduction in congestion, which would increase LOS and allow traffic 
to flow more smoothly with less delay, thus maintaining optimum vehicle speeds and thereby increasing fuel 
efficiency.

Mitigation
No mitigation is planned.
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3 . 2 4  C O N S T R U C T I O N
 

3.24.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
There would be no construction impacts associated with the No-action Alternative.

Alternatives A through F
Social Conditions
Residents living throughout the study area would experience inconvenience and frustration associated with 
traffic diversions, delays, and roadway closures during the construction phase of the study. Since a large majority 
of residents living in both on-corridor and nearby off-corridor portions of the study area report that they and 
members of their households drive nearly every day on 1800 North, these short-term adverse effects would 
be widespread. Those living immediately adjacent to the study corridor who are not required to relocate, as 
well as residents of nearby surrounding neighborhoods who regularly drive to and from their homes via 1800 
North, would experience difficulties and delays in accessing their properties during at least some portions of the 
construction phase. In addition, residents of corridor-adjacent areas in particular would experience disturbances 
associated with the effects of construction-related noise and localized deterioration of air quality resulting from 
increased airborne dust generated by construction activity. Residents of nearby off-corridor neighborhoods 
within a 2-3 block distance of construction areas would also experience these effects, though at somewhat 
lower intensity. Residents of other areas outside of the study area who drive through affected portions of 
Sunset and Clinton or along the portion of I-15 that would be affected by construction of the proposed new 
interchange would also experience inconvenience during the construction phase of the project due to periodic 
road closures, detours, delays, and associated traffic congestion effects.

Traffic diversions, delays, roadway closures, and associated traffic congestion resulting from the construction of 
Alternatives A through F could impact passage and access for emergency services (ambulance, fire, and police) 
and busses (UTA, school, and transportation for the handicapped and elderly).

Project Commitments
The contractor will be required to prepare a detailed traffic-control plan that will maintain access to all 
commercial and residential properties throughout the project implementation and will be required to submit 
an approved traffic-control plan prior to the commencement of construction-related activities (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01554 – Traffic Control). The contractor will also be required to provide and approved 
public involvement plan designed to notify the traveling public and adjacent property owners of construction-
related issues and concerns and to coordinate construction activities with adjacent property owners (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01315 – Public Information Services).

Impacts to emergency services will be mitigated through an emergency services plan, which will be developed 
and updated through the construction period to ensure that fire, police, and ambulance services are maintained 
and their mobility facilitated.

Economic Conditions
Businesses within the study area that are not acquired for the construction of improvements would likely be 
disrupted throughout construction. Disruptions would include constrained or revised access, traffic congestion, 
noise, fugitive dust, visual obstructions as a result of construction equipment, and temporary loss of parking. 
These inconveniences, although temporary, could result in a decrease in patronage and sales because residents 
would be less willing to negotiate the conditions on 1800 North. These impacts would be expected under 
Alternatives A through F.

Project Commitments
Maintain access to businesses throughout construction.

Provide additional signage and well marked detours to enable employees and customers to access businesses 
during construction.
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Develop a Construction Management Plan to address how to minimize impacts and ensure good communication 
with the public and business owners regarding construction activities.

Air Quality
Construction of Alternatives A through F would result in temporary negative effects to air quality in the study 
area due to increased dust and particulates. PM10 emissions from construction activities are usually local and 
short-term and last only for the duration of the construction period. Construction activity may also generate a 
temporary increase in MSAT emissions, especially for long-term construction projects.

Project Commitments
Construction mitigation includes strategies that reduce engine activity or reduce emissions per unit of operating 
time, such as reducing the numbers of trips and extended idling. Operational agreements that reduce or 
redirect work or shift times to avoid community exposures can have positive benefits when sites are near 
populated areas.

Construction emissions for PM10 will be minimized through good construction practices such as watering exposed 
surfaces, minimizing the amount of exposed and disturbed surfaces, minimizing construction equipment and 
vehicle speeds, and properly maintaining vehicle engines.

The Utah Air Quality Rules will require a dust-control plan from all sources whose activities or equipment could 
produce fugitive dust or airborne dust. A dust-control plan will be prepared for the construction phase of the 
proposed project. Dust-control measures could include planting vegetative cover, providing synthetic covers, 
and watering and/or chemically stabilizing unpaved haul roads.

Noise and Vibration
Area residents would experience temporary inconvenience due to construction noise and vibration. Extended 
disruption of normal activities is not anticipated, since no one receptor is expected to be exposed to construction 
noise of long duration.

Project Commitments
Construction noise impacts are considered temporary and will be minimized through adherence to UDOT 
Standard Specification 01355 – Environmental Compliance, Part 3.6 – Noise Control.

Mitigation
During the design process UDOT will develop a Special Provision to provide appropriate control and monitoring 
of vibrations near objects, structures, or utilities that may be susceptible to damage from ground vibrations.

Water Quality and Water Resources
During construction, there is the potential for temporary soil erosion and sediment/siltation impacts.

Project Commitments
Alternatives A through F would disturb more than 1 acre of land and would require coverage under the UPDES 
storm water permit. To obtain a UPDES permit, a notice of intent must be submitted to the Utah Division of 
Water Quality describing the construction activities. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be 
developed prior to submitting the notice of intent for the UPDES permit. The SWPPP identifies best management 
practices as well as site-specific measures to reduce erosion and prevent eroded sediment from leaving the 
construction zone. 

Cultural (Archaeological and Architectural) Resources
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered archaeological sites during construction of Alternatives A through 
F.

Project Commitments
The contractor will be required to abide by UDOT Standard Specification 01355 – Environmental Compliance, 
Part 3.8, Discovery of Historical, Archaeological, or Paleontological Objects, Features, Sites, or Human Remains.
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Paleontology
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered paleontological sites during construction of the Alternatives A 
through F.

Project Commitments
The contractor will be required to abide by UDOT Standard Specification 01355 - Environmental Compliance, 
Part 3.8, Discovery of Historical, Archaeological, or Paleontological Objects, Features, Sites, or Human Remains.

Wetlands
Alternatives A through F would include realigning or piping the Davis & Weber Counties Canal.

Project Commitments
A Section 404 Permit will be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for all work to be 
conducted within the Davis & Weber Counties Canal.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered hazardous waste sites during construction of Alternatives A 
through F. For Hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites known to occur in the study area see Section 
18.0 Hazardous Waste.

Project Commitments
Hazardous waste sites could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work will stop in the area 
of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification, Section 01355, Part 3.1 and the contractor 
will consult with UDOT and UDEQ to determine the appropriate remedial measures.

Mitigation
If contaminated materials or soil are encountered on Hill Air Force Base during construction that have not 
been previously identified, appropriate containment and disposal measures will be required and implemented. 
UDOT will contact the Environmental Management Division to ensure proper handling of materials. Protective 
measures will be implemented based on direction from the Environmental Management Division, and potential 
impacts to human health and the environment will be minimal.

Visual Conditions
There would be some temporary visual impacts to the study area with the addition of construction signs, 
barricades, exposed earth, and construction equipment during construction of Alternatives A through F.

Project Commitment
Visual impacts due to construction activities are considered temporary and no mitigation is required.

Invasive Species
The potential exists for invasive species to be introduced or propagated in the study area due to construction 
activities that disturb the existing ground cover.

Project Commitment
To minimize the movement of invasive species, the Contractor will be required to comply with UDOT’s Special 
Provision 02924S - Invasive Weed Control.

Energy
Alternatives A through F would involve construction activities and would therefore directly consume energy in 
the form of energy used to operate construction machinery, provide construction lighting, and produce and 
transport materials used in the construction of the project, such as asphalt. Calculations for anticipated energy 
consumption for construction activities were not undertaken in this analysis.
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Construction Phasing and Potential Detours 
Construction of the project may occur in phases. The appropriate mitigation and project commitments would 
be conducted concurrent with the appropriate construction phase.

The construction of the project would result in temporary access closures and detours. 

Project Commitment
The contractor will be required to prepare a detailed traffic-control plan that will maintain access to all 
commercial and residential properties throughout the project implementation and will be required to submit 
an approved traffic-control plan prior to the commencement of construction-related activities (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01554 – Traffic Control). The contractor will also be required to provide and approved 
public involvement plan designed to notify the traveling public and adjacent property owners of construction-
related issues and concerns and to coordinate construction activities with adjacent property owners (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01315 – Public Information Services).

Impacts to emergency services will be mitigated through an emergency services plan, which will be developed 
and updated through the construction period to ensure that fire, police, and ambulance services are maintained 
and their mobility facilitated.
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3 . 2 5  T H E  R E L A T I O N S H I P  B E T W E E N  L O C A L  S H O R T - T E R M 
U S E S  O F  M A N ’ S  E N V I R O N M E N T  A N D  T H E  M A I N T E N A N C E  A N D 
E N H A N C E M E N T  O F  L O N G - T E R M  P R O D U C T I V I T Y 

 

The short-term use of the environment versus preserving its long-term productivity relates to converting the 
natural productivity of the land, viewed as a renewable use, to a developed use that has a relatively short 
economic life.

3.25.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would not directly convert any lands from current uses; however, due to the nature 
of the study area, the majority of the land is already developed and has little natural productivity. In the short-
term, the No-action Alternative would maintain existing land uses and traffic conditions that currently exist in 
the area.

Over time, the No-action Alternative would result in continued and increasing traffic congestion in the study 
area, which would only be worsened under the anticipated 2030 traffic demand since traffic would still need 
to use the already congested I-15 interchanges at 5600 South and 650 North, as well as local streets, to access 
I-15. It would inhibit economic growth and prosperity in the area by making the area less attractive to new and 
even existing businesses due to the congestion and related driver frustration and may also result in changes to 
the area’s social makeup. It would impact local air quality due to the increasing traffic delays causing more idling 
and therefore more exhaust to be expended.

Alternatives A through F
Alternatives A through F would convert anywhere from 26 to 46 acres of land currently being utilized for 
other purposes to a transportation use. The land to be converted is located in an urbanized setting within the 
city boundaries of two separate municipalities and includes a connection to a major transportation corridor; 
therefore, there is little remaining natural productivity in the study area. Short-term impacts include residential 
and commercial relocations ranging from 46 to 58, the loss of approximately 11 to 16 historic resources, and 
construction-related impacts of noise, fugitive dust and traffic delays and/or detours.

In the long term, Alternatives A through F would have positive long-term term productivity impacts for the 
human environment due to greater traffic mobility and reduced congestion in the study area, improved access 
to I-15 for residents and commuter/commercial traffic, and improved economic conditions due to the greater 
ease of access to and from I-15 for Clinton and Sunset cities, as well as the new Falcon Hill development 
proposed for the east side of I-15. The need for such transportation improvements as included in Alternatives 
A through F have been identified in WFRC’s 2040 RTP and the Unified Transportation Plan 2007-2030, as well 
as UDOT’s 2012-2015 STIP. Both Clinton City and Sunset City have included widening 1800 North in their 
master transportation plans. Alternatives A through F may also impact the social and economic makeup of the 
study area due to the anticipated increase in traffic along 1800 North that would otherwise have had to seek 
alternative routes to access I-15, making land use adjacent to the corridor itself more attractive to business 
and less attractive for residential uses. The easier access to I-15 may also help speed up the development of 
residential subdivisions in Clinton City and other neighboring cities.
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3 . 2 6  A N Y  I R R E V E R S I B L E  A N D  I R R E T R I E V A B L E  C O M M I T M E N T S 
O F  R E S O U R C E S  W H I C H  W O U L D  B E  I N V O L V E D  I N  T H E 
P R O P O S E D  A L T E R N A T I V E

 

Alternatives A through F would require the investment of natural, physical, and human resources that are not 
retrievable, including building materials, labor and fiscal resources necessary for construction. Considerable 
amounts of fossil fuels, labor and roadway construction materials, such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous 
material would be expended in construction of Alternatives A through F, as well as the labor and natural 
resources inherent in the fabrication and preparation of said construction materials. These materials are 
generally not retrievable, but their use in Alternatives A through F would not have an adverse effect on the 
continued availability of these resources.

Alternatives A through F would also require the conversion of additional land to roadway use. Land used in the 
construction of such a facility is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period that the land is 
used for a roadway facility. If a greater need arises for the use of the land or if the roadway facility is no longer 
needed, the land could be converted to another use; however, such a conversion would not be likely to occur 
in the near future, nor is there presently a reason to believe that such a conversion would ever be necessary or 
desirable.
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3 . 2 7  C U M U L A T I V E  I M P A C T S
 

3.27.1 INTRODUCTION
As stated in Section 3.1.2 of Chapter 3, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires 
consideration of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts plus measures to mitigate the impacts for Federal 
projects.  Cumulative impacts result from incremental impacts of the Alternatives A through F when added 
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of the agency or person(s) that 
undertakes the other actions (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impact analysis is focused on the sustainability of 
the environmental resource in light of all the forces acting upon it and can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over time. For a project to have a cumulative effect, however, it 
must first have a direct or indirect effect on the resource in question.  In accordance with the CEQ cumulative 
effects guidelines, cumulative effects analysis should be limited to those issues of a regional, national, or global 
concern.

Resource areas of concern to the public, local communities, and the resource agencies were identified during 
the scoping process.  During the analysis of the individual resource areas, a review of impacts was made to 
identify where the Preferred Alternative would result in impacts to environmental resources of a type and nature 
that could combine with those of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  

3.27.2 METHODOLOGY AND TIME FRAME FOR DETERMINING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The identification of resources to be evaluated and the analysis process is based on Considering Cumulative 
Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ – 1997). This chapter provides a discussion of 
cumulative impacts to environmental resources. The direct and indirect impacts for Alternatives A through F 
were identified for the individual resources in Chapter 3.

The time frame for considering cumulative impacts includes past actions and extends through the 2040 design 
life for Alternatives A through F.

3.27.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS
Resources for Cumulative Impact Evaluation
The study area is located within the developed areas of Sunset and Clinton and a portion of Hill Air Force 
Base. This chapter discussed the direct and indirect impact to each of the individual social, environmental, and 
economic resource areas. The CEQ guidance recommends an iterative process to focus on those resources where 
there is a potential for impacts to be cumulative from past, present, and future actions by either the private or 
the public sector. The process to identify resources for cumulative impact analysis begins with a scoping process 
where the public and the resource and other public agencies express their concern about impacts to particular 
resources. The selection of resources to be analyzed is finalized by considering the concerns expressed during 
the scoping process together with the impact analysis as reported in this chapter.

Resources of Cumulative Impact Concern Identified During the Scoping Process
Input was solicited from the public and from resource agencies as well as other public agencies during project 
initiation. Scoping meetings were held for the resource and other public agencies and for the public on 
November 30, 2010. Correspondence was sent to the cooperating and participating agencies requesting their 
input on the project. Meetings have been held with local communities and other interested parties to explain 
the project and to gather project concerns. 

Public Concerns
The public responded to the request for input during the scoping process in two ways. Nine official comments 
were submitted by various stakeholders. Those attending the public scoping meeting could place a colored 
dot on a display board to identify the environmental issues which, to them, was of the greatest concern. A 
summary of these comments are included in Chapter 7. The public issues of concern that can be considered for 
cumulative impacts are:
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•	 Water Quality
•	 Land Use
•	 Air Quality

Local Government Concerns
Clinton City and Sunset City expressed several concerns during the agency scoping meeting (see Chapter 7). 
The issues raised by Clinton and Sunset Cities have been addressed in the impacts discussion in Chapter 3. 
These issues, including cross-street access, pedestrian safety, utility and other city service impacts, community 
cohesion, and traffic congestion, are local in nature specific to this project and are not the type that will 
combine with the impacts of other actions.

Resource Agency Concerns
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) and Hill Air Force Base expressed desire for the study team to coordinate with 
them concerning their facilities. The Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) discussed the congestion and 
safety concerns at the existing 650 North and 5600 South interchanges with I-15. The EPA expressed concerns 
about air quality and environmental justice in their letter dated December 15, 2010, which could be conducive 
to cumulative impacts.

Cumulative Impact Issues Based on Scoping and Resource Impact Analysis
The CEQ cumulative effects guidelines call for the analysis to focus on issues of regional, national, or global 
concern. Alternatives A through F are located within an area consisting of commercial, residential, and other 
intensive man-made developments. These developments generally have changed the ecology, with little, if any, 
wildlife habitat or open space remaining. Other than air quality and water quality, all of the project impacts are 
to human resources specific to this project, and the comments received during the scoping process reflect the 
same opinion. The cumulative impact issues to be analyzed, based on the concerns expressed during scoping 
and the project impact analysis, are:

•	 Land Use
•	 Environmental Justice
•	 Air Quality
•	 Archaeological and Architectural Resources

Past Actions
Past actions that have impacted the development of the Sunset and Clinton areas in the study area include:

•	 Population Growth and Residential Development: Agriculture was the principal activity in the 
Sunset and Clinton area from the time of settlement to the 1960s and 1970s. The growth of Hill Air 
Force Base in the 1940s and 1950s resulted in population growth and the changes from agricultural 
land uses in the Sunset and Clinton communities; however, population growth within the Salt Lake and 
Ogden areas, from economic growth throughout the region, has been the leading influence leading to 
the current suburban development.

•	 Hill Air Force Base: The development of Hill Field as an Army Air Corps facility accelerated when it 
became a maintenance and supply base during World War II.  Housing development in Sunset, Clinton, 
and other nearby communities increased as the activities at Hill Field grew.  Renamed Hill Air Force Base 
in 1948 when the US Air Force was created, Hill Air Force Base has continued to be a major employer 
influencing development in the region.

•	 Construction of I-15 and Associated Interchanges: Construction of I-15 began in the 1960s and 
influenced development along its corridor through Davis County. Population growth in the Salt Lake 
and Ogden areas increased demand for suburban development with I-15 providing good transportation 
to this area.
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•	 FrontRunner:  A commuter rail line operated by UTA, FrontRunner runs between Salt Lake City and 
Ogden. It began operation in April 2008. It serves seven stations, including the beginning and ending 
stations.

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Transit and Highway Projects
Transportation planning in the study area is the responsibility of WFRC and the cities of Sunset and Clinton.   
The WFRC Plan: 2011 - 2040 (2040 RTP) is the planning document for Salt Lake and Ogden – Layton Urbanized 
Areas in Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber Counties. This document includes proposed highway and transit projects 
that are ranked and were placed into one of four different phases to coincide with the availability of anticipated 
financing and revenue sources.

•	 Phase 1 (2011-2020)
•	 Phase 2 (2021-2030)
•	 Phase 3 (2031-2040)
•	 Unfunded Needs or “Illustrative Projects”

Current Projects
I-15 Auxiliary Lane; 650 North, Clearfield, to 5600 South, Roy
UDOT is constructing an auxiliary lane on north-bound I-15, between 650 North (SR-103) in Clearfield and 
5600 South (SR-97) in Roy. This lane will improve traffic flow between  these two interchanges, which facilitate 
vehicles entering NB I-15 from the West Gate and the Roy Gate of Hill Air Force Base, as well as north Davis 
County communities on the west side of I-15.

I-15 Concrete Rehabilitation, Riverdale to Clearfield 
UDOT will conduct a project to rehabilitate the concrete surface of I-15, between milepost 340 (I-84E Ramp) in 
Riverdale and 200 South in Clearfield.

Future Projects
•	 SR-108 – 2000 West, from Syracuse Road to Weber County Line (Phase 1): An EIS has been 

prepared for improving SR-108 from Antelope Drive in Syracuse to 1900 West in West Haven, a distance 
of 9.5 miles. SR-108 is on 2000 West through Clinton, and is the western termini for Alternatives A 
through F.  

•	 S.R. 193 Extension: 2000 West (S.R.108) to State Street (S.R. 126) (Phase 1): UDOT will construct 
an extension of state Road 193, the Bernard Fisher Highway, from 2000 West (S.R. 108)/200 South 
in West Point, to 700 South/State Street (S.R. 126) in Clearfield. This project is two miles south of 
Alternatives A through F.

•	 I-15 - Weber County Line to Hill Field Road (SR-232) (Phase 1): This project would add HOV lanes 
on I-15, and is within the study area for this EIS.

•	 1900 West (SR-126) - Riverdale Road to 5600 South (Phase 1): This project would widen 1900 
West to 6 travel lanes. This project is 1.5 miles north of Alternatives A through F, terminating at the 
1900 West/5600 South intersection that was studied as part of this project.

•	 West Davis Enhanced Bus (BRT 1) (Phase 1): This project would provide for enhanced bus service 
from Ogden to Layton thru Clinton. This project would use Alternatives A through F.

•	 Falcon Hill - Hill Air Force Base West Transit Center (Phase 1): This project would provide a transit 
center within the Falcon Hill development, north of the 650 North I-15 Interchange near the Hill Air 
Force Base West Gate.

•	 56th South: 1900 West to 3500 West (Phase 2): This project would widen 5600 South to four travel 
lanes. This project is 1.5 miles north of Alternatives A through F.
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•	 West Davis Corridor – Syracuse Road to Weber County Line (Phase 2): An EIS is being prepared 
for a potential transportation corridor in western Davis and southern Weber Counties. This potential 
new north-south four lane highway would be approximately 2.5 miles west of Alternatives A through 
F.

•	 I-15 Interchange @ 650 North (Phase 3): This project would upgrade the I-15 interchange at 650 
North.  

•	 I-15 Interchange @ 5600 South (Phase 3): This project would upgrade the I-15 interchange at 5600 
South.

•	 Bus Rapid Transit Davis County Line Hill Air Force Base West Gate (Phase 2): This project would 
provide bus rapid transit service to the Hill Air Force Base West Gate.

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Development Actions
The future development actions are general in nature.  These include:

Population Growth & Residential Development
The 2040 RTP projects continual population growth in Davis and western Weber Counties, with Davis County 
approaching build-out populations by 1940 (2040 RTP, page 28). The projected populations of Clinton and 
Sunset, along with the adjoining communities of West Point, Hooper, Roy, and Clearfield, are shown in Table 
3-65 (same as Table 1-3 in Chapter 1).

Table 3-65 Population and Employment Growth

Area 2000 Census 2010 2020 2030 2040 % Growth
(2010 to 2040)

Population

Davis County 238,994 323,087 369,467 390,159 407,238 26.0%

Clinton City 12,585 25,613 29,878 31,449 31,940 24.7%

Sunset City 5,204 5,099 5,124 4,904 4,649 -8.8%

Clearfield City 25,974 29,840 31,698 34,034 34,847 16.8%

West Point 6,033 12,600 20,081 24,499 31,016 146%

Weber County 196,533 232,696 278,256 320,634 370,523 59.2%

Roy City 32,885 35,457 37,382 39,567 40,787 15.0%

Hooper 4,058 7,091 10,398 13,812 14,098 98.8%

Employment

Davis County --- 169,750 200,044 209,651 215,040 26.7%

Weber County --- 129,971 156,377 181,205 210,552 62.0%

Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget

Employment growth in Davis County is projected to grow, as shown in Table 3-65. The 2040 RTP shows the 
most employment density to be in the Falcon Hill development, with high employment densities also along 
Main Street in Sunset, and south of 1800 North and west of 2000 West in Clinton and West Point. 

Commercial Development
Commercial development can be expected to occur in the study area. The principal development that has 
been identified is the Falcon Hill Aerospace Park (Falcon Hill), a 550-acre business and technology park on 
the east side of I-15. The proposed phases of developments are outlined in the Environmental Assessment for 
the development (West Side Development, Enhanced Use Lease, Hill Air Force Base).  At this time, the first 
phases of development are on the south, near the 650 North/I-15 Interchange and the HAFB West Gate, and 
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on the north near the 5600 South/I-15 Interchange and the HAFB Roy Gate. The construction of a 150,000 
square-foot commercial office facility has been completed near the 650 North Interchange and is occupied by 
Northrup Grumman. Additional development will continue to occur within the business and technology park 
as economic demand permits.

Sunset City has rezoned properties along 1800 North to permit commercial development, and an interchange 
with I-15 would facilitate this development. A major commercial area exists at the 1800 North/2000 West 
intersection and additional commercial development can be expected in this area. Other commercial 
developments to serve the growing population can be expected within all communities in the area.

3.27.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS BY RESOURCE
Land Use
Changes in land use can be expected as a cumulative impact. The growth demand in the Salt Lake and Ogden 
metropolitan areas has resulted in development in the Davis and Weber County areas, including the Clinton 
and Sunset communities. Increased employment opportunities will continue the demand for additional housing 
development. The proposed project could combine with other transportation projects such as the West Davis 
Corridor, FrontRunner Commuter Rail, I-15 improvements, SR-108 improvements, etc. to provide access to 
employment opportunities. This change in land use, however, can be expected to continue with or without 
Alternatives A through F, although the timing and development pattern may be different.

A new interchange at 1800 North with I-15, and an interchange 4 to 5 miles to the west with the new West 
Davis Corridor, would provide a corridor along 1800 North  to serve the residential, commercial, and industrial 
development planned for the area. As stated in Section 3.2 of this Chapter, Alternatives A through F would be 
expected to accelerate development in the study area. 

In Sunset, the current zoning along 1800 North is commercial with the Sunset City General Plan designating 
the 1800 North corridor as a High Intensity Commercial Corridor. Currently, the 1800 North corridor in Sunset 
is mostly residential in nature. If an interchange with I-15 is constructed, development would accelerate  along 
1800 North and Main Street, with residential property being converted to commercial uses. This development 
is consistent with Sunset’s desire to increase their tax base.

In Clinton, the current zoning map shows that most of the 1800 North study corridor is zoned as residential, 
with commercial zoning at the intersections of 1800 North/2000 West and 1800 North/1000 West. According 
to Clinton City’s Land Use plan, most of the residential property on the north side of 1800 North will be 
converted to commercial zoning. On the south side of 1800 North, residential zoning will remain in place 
with the exception of the area between 1000 West and approximately 670 West, which will be converted to 
commercial zoning. These changes in development are expected to occur regardless if Alternatives A through F 
are constructed, but it is expected that the conversion of residential use to commercial use will happen sooner 
if 1800 North is widened and a new interchange with I-15 is constructed. See Figures 3-2 and 3-3 for zoning 
and future land use maps.

The cumulative impact of land use changes that are anticipated by the reasonably foreseeable actions, both 
public and private, are in agreement with the land use plans of Sunset and Clinton and other communities in 
the area.  

Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898 directs Federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and 
address disproportionately high and adverse effects of Federal projects on the health or environment of minority 
and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.  An environmental justice 
population (EJ population) is where there is any readily identifiable group or cluster of minority or low-income 
persons in the study area.   

As discussed in Section 3.5, Environmental Justice, the percent of environmental populations in the study area is 
generally greater than the Davis County Average.  Sunset City, which is basically census tract 1253.01, has the 
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highest percentage of minorities (9.5 percent), Hispanic/Latino (15.4 percent), and low-income (12.5 percent), 
in comparison to the Davis County averages of 6.7 percent, 8.4 percent, and 6.5 percent, respectively, based 
on the 2010 census. The analysis of 2000 Census data for minority and Hispanic/Latino populations, which is 
available at the block level, showed that these populations are distributed throughout the adjacent census tracts 
in both Sunset and Clinton (see Figures 3-7 and 3-8). A Community Social Assessment (an intensive survey of 
residences adjacent and near the project corridor) confirmed there is not a concentration of environmental 
populations along the 1800 North corridor.  

Although Sunset and the east side of Clinton are well established communities, changes are happening that 
will have an effect on these communities. The residential growth west of these communities will increase the 
demand for commercial development. Job growth is expected to continue in Ogden and Salt Lake City, as well 
as developments in Davis County such as the Falcon Hill development. The increase in job opportunities and 
business growth will be a benefit to all residents, including the environmental justice populations.

Continued residential development will not generally have an effect on an EJ population because residential 
development would occur on undeveloped land. Commercial development could affect individual residents, 
however, when existing residential properties are acquired and developed for commercial purposes. The major 
commercial development in the area, Falcon Hill, will be on Hill Air Force Base property, and will not directly 
impact any environmental justice population. The area most likely to experience a change in land use for 
commercial development is in Sunset near the proposed I-15 interchange, adjacent to Main Street and 1800 
North. Sunset has indicated they would encourage commercial development in this area to increase their tax 
base. There is already mixed commercial and light industrial use along Main Street but 1800 North is mostly 
abutted by residential properties. If this area changes from residential to commercial, the impact will be felt by 
all affected residents. Those who own their home will need to agree to this change while those who rent their 
home will need to find other housing.  While these impacts will affect all residents, the impact may be greatest 
for those who rent their homes (it is likely that low-income populations make up a greater share of renters than 
their share of the overall population). However, because the number of residential properties that would be 
changed to commercial use would be a small percentage of the area, and this change would probably occur 
over an extended period of time, there would not be a disproportionately high and adverse human effect on 
EJ populations.

The barrier that 1800 North presents between the neighborhoods to the north and south of the roadway was 
discussed in Section 3.5. It is projected that traffic will increase with access to I-15 on the west and the new 
West Davis Corridor on the west. With the wider street as proposed, and with the projected increase in traffic, 
1800 North will continue to serve as a barrier. The distance between neighborhoods will continue to increase as 
commercial development takes place. The Community Social Survey did not reveal a strong social tie between 
the neighborhoods on each side of 1800 North and it could be expected that the social interaction will be less 
in the future.

Based on the above discussion, the effects from current and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including 
transportation projects, residential development, and commercial development, are not anticipated to combine 
to result in any disproportionately high and adverse effect to minority or low-income persons within the region.

Air Quality
According to the Utah Department of Air Quality (DAQ) 2011 Annual Report: “Despite an ever-increasing 
population and industrial base, Utah’s monitored concentrations of all federal health standards for criteria air 
pollutants, with the exception of particulates due solely to natural wind storms, have either stayed the same or 
continued their decreasing trends.” 

Davis County is in attainment for all pollutants except for ozone and PM2.5. Davis County is a maintenance 
area for ozone and is a non-attainment area for the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard. Although all areas of Utah 
were in compliance with the 1997 PM2.5 24-hour standard of 65 µg/m3 and the annual standard of 15 m3, all 
or parts of five counties, including Davis County, are not in compliance with the new 2006 24-hr standard of 
35 m3. The 2008 PM2.5 Triennial Emissions Inventory shows that on-road mobile sources contribute 13% of the 
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PM2.5 emissions. Three PM2.5 nonattainment areas have been established; Davis County is in the Salt Lake City 
non-attainment area for PM2.5 which includes Salt Lake and Davis Counties and portions of Tooele, Weber, and 
Box Elder Counties. The EPA completed the administrative process of designating these areas on December 
14, 2009. To address non-compliance, DAQ will have to prepare a state implementation plan (SIP) to meet the 
revised standard in these areas within three years of EPA’s final action, or December 2012. Once the PM2.5 SIP 
is approved by EPA, WFRC will be required to make a conformity determination verifying that transportation-
related emissions are within the limits established in the SIP. Because conformity to the SIP will be required 
for all transportation projects, there will be no cumulative impacts to air quality. Population growth has had 
little effect on overall air quality as demonstrated by the continuing improvement in air quality throughout the 
region.

Archaeological and Architectural Resources
Most of the current and reasonably foreseeable transportation projects will not have an effect on archeological 
and historic sites. These projects include those that make improvements to I-15 within the existing I-15 right-of-
way and transit projects that would use existing streets and highways for the improvements. It is not possible to 
identify archeological and historic impacts as a result of future residential and most commercial developments. 
The impacts that have been identified to archeological and historic resources by the current and foreseeable 
projects and actions include:

•	 The 1800 North project would have a adverse effect on two linear archeological sites. There would 
be an adverse effect by the acquisition and demolition of several (11 to 16) historic architectural 
structures, and a no adverse effect on 15 to 20 historic architectural structures.  

•	 The SR-108 project would have an adverse effect on 14 historic architectural structures and no adverse 
effect on 39 structures; it would not affect any archeological sites.  

•	 The SR-193 project would have one adverse effect and one no adverse effect on two linear archeological 
sites. It would have an adverse effect on two historic architectural structures and a no adverse effect 
on five historic structures.

•	 The EA for the Falcon Hill development did not identify any effects on archeological sites; however, the 
demolition of 51 structures eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places was identified 
as a significant impact that would be mitigated to insignificance in accordance with a Memorandum 
of Agreement with Utah SHPO. The MOA was signed in June 2008. These historic structures to be 
demolished are all buildings related to the Hill Air Force Base and previous military installations including 
the Ogden Arsenal and Ogden Air Materiel Area. This development is within the Ogden Arsenal/Ogden 
Air Materiel Area Historic District.

Most historic structures that would be effected by future actions are residential homes that are considered 
historic because they are “of the historic era,” meaning they have been around for at least 50 years, which 
is the age criterion established by the NRHP. The age and architectural styles are not unique but are typical 
of many residential homes in the area. The historic structures that are slated for demolition by the Falcon Hill 
development served as warehouses, offices, or industrial purposes; there are no residential structures in the 
Falcon Hill development area similar to the historic residential structures that would be affected in Sunset, 
Clinton, or other communities.

The impacts to archeological and historic resources would not collectively have a significant impact to the 
historic resources of Davis County and therefore there is not a significant cumulative impact.
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3 . 2 8  C O N T E X T  S E N S I T I V E  S O L U T I O N S
 

Context-Sensitive Solutions (CSS) refers to UDOT’s commitment to creating meaningful transportation solutions 
to meet the needs of the traveling public and the communities that it serves. UDOT seeks to work with its 
community partners on a continuing basis to achieve the following four CSS strategic goals:

•	 Preserve infrastructure
•	 Optimize mobility
•	 Improve safety
•	 Strengthen the economy

These goals are expected to be achieved through strong interdisciplinary and interagency collaboration and 
proactive stakeholder involvement throughout the planning, design, construction, and maintenance phases.

The CSS philosophy seeks to identify and understand physical, social, economic, community, political, 
environmental, and cultural impacts of a particular project in a larger context and to find the right transportation 
solution for that context. The expressed intent of the UDOT commitment to CSS is to offer transportation 
solutions that help connect communities and improve the quality of life. To that end, UDOT, along with its 
community partners, consultants, and contractors, seeks to understand the larger context and to find the 
proper balance between the three guiding CSS principles, which are:

•	 Address the Transportation Need
•	 Be an Asset to the Community
•	 Be Compatible with the Natural and Build Environment 

3.28.1 APPLICATION OF GUIDING CSS PRINCIPLES
Address the Transportation Need
During the course of this EIS, UDOT and FHWA have worked collaboratively with the cooperating and participating 
agencies (USACOE, the U.S. Air Force, the U.S. Army, UTA, WFRC, USFWS, EPA, FTA, MIDA, Clinton City, and 
Sunset City) and the public to identify the current and future transportation needs in this area through an 
ongoing series of public and private meetings, open houses, and other forums, mailings, and other outreach 
activities. In addition, a study website and hotline number were established in order to distribute information 
to the public and provide a convenient means of collecting input from the public. Public input was solicited and 
incorporated into both the purpose and need for the project and the various proposed alternatives. Extensive 
traffic analyses were performed in order to determine which, if any, of the proposed alternatives would meet 
the purpose and need that was established.

Be an Asset to the Community
During the NEPA process, the study team actively sought input and participation from local agencies, community 
leaders, neighborhood representatives, and individual community members through an on-going series of public 
meetings, open houses, Community Review Board (CRB) meetings, and meetings with concerned individuals 
and businesses. In addition a study website, study hotline, and periodic newsletters provided study updates and 
information. These various outreach and community involvement efforts have resulted in valuable input into the 
NEPA process and to the proposed alternatives.

Be Compatible with the Natural and Built Environment
As part of the NEPA process, the study team identified the environmental resources in the study area, including 
both the human and natural environment. Every effort has been made by the study team to incorporate design 
features into the project so as to be compatible with the existing human and natural environment and to 
minimize the impacts of the project to the surrounding area. These measures include:

•	 Accommodating a bike route
•	 Collecting and retaining storm water
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•	 Modifying the 1800 North alignment to minimize impacts to Section 4(f) resources and residential and 
commercial properties

•	 Using retaining walls to minimize the roadway footprint
•	 Committing to incorporate aesthetic treatments (if approved)
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3 . 2 9  C O M P A R I S O N  S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  P R E D I C T E D 
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  E F F E C T S  O F  A L T E R N A T I V E S

 
A comparison summary of the predicted environmental effects of the No-action Alternative and Alternatives A 
through F is presented in Table 3-66.

Table 3-66 Comparison Summary of the Predicted Environmental Effects of Alternatives

Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Land Use

•	 Would not directly 
impact land uses or 
existing and planned 
parks

•	 Land in the study area 
would continue to 
undergo planned land 
use changes

A

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.1-acres commercial, and 
28.6-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, and Shady Grove Park

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

B

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.1-acres commercial, and 
10.9-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, and Shady Grove Park

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

C

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.1-acres commercial, and 
8.0-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, and Shady Grove Park

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

D

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.2-acres commercial, and 
28.6-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park (Section 
6(f) property)

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

E

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.2-acres commercial, and 
10.9-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park (Section 
6(f) property)

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

F

•	 Would convert 7.6-acres residential, 10.9-acres commercial, and 
8.2-acres Falcon Hill property to roadway use

•	 Would require some acquisition of park property at Powerline 
Park, Veteran’s Park, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park (Section 
6(f) property)

•	 Consistent with zoning and land use plans of Clinton and Sunset

Farmlands •	 No Impact •	 No Impact



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 1 5 1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Social 
Conditions

•	 Would leave existing 
social conditions and 
trends in the study 
area intact

•	 Residents would 
experience frustration 
associated with 
congestion

•	 Would be inconsistent 
with expectations 
and preferences of 
residents in study area

•	 Relocation of approximately 47 to 51 residences along the 1800 
North corridor would likely be disruptive both economically and 
socially to the individuals and households that would be affected

•	 Overall social cohesion does not appear to be unusually 
strong among residents of corridor-adjacent properties, but 
the relocation of several households would likely impact 
neighborhood-based social interaction patterns and social 
integration levels both for members of the relocated households 
and for the those neighbors with whom they are mostly closely 
engaged

•	 Neighborhood-based levels of familiarity, interaction, and social 
cohesion are not likely to be affected by the presence of a wider 
and more heavily-utilized 1800 North corridor, since the existing 
roadway appears already to limit familiarity and interaction 
among those living on opposite sides of the corridor

•	 Once project construction activities are completed residents 
would experience reduced frustrations associated with traffic 
congestion, improved ability to access I-15 for travel to areas 
north and south, and easier access to Hill Air Force Base and 
other areas located east of the I-15 corridor

Environmental 
Justice

•	 Would not have a 
disproportionately high 
and adverse effect on 
minority and low-
income populations.

•	 Alternatives A through F would not cause disproportionately high 
and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations 
in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12808 and FHWA 
Order 6640.23A

Relocations
•	 No relocations or right-

of-way acquisition

A
•	 Would relocate 51 residences and 7 businesses and would 

require a total of 46.3-acres in right-of-way acquisition

B
•	 Would relocate 51 residences and 7 businesses and would 

require a total of 28.6-acres in right-of-way acquisition

C
•	 Would relocate 51 residences and 6 businesses and would 

require a total of 25.7-acres in right-of-way acquisition

D
•	 Would relocate 42 residences , 4 businesses, and 1 municipal 

building and would require a total of 46.5-acres in right-of-way 
acquisition

E
•	 Would relocate 42 residences , 4 businesses, and 1 municipal 

building and would require a total of 28.8-acres in right-of-way 
acquisition

F
•	 Would relocate 42 residences , 3 businesses, and 1 municipal 

building and would require a total of 26.7-acres in right-of-way 
acquisition
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Economic 
Conditions

•	 Increased	traffic	
congestion	could	
constrain	development	
and	could	cause	
residents	to	be	less	
willing	to	travel	
and	patronize	local	
businesses

•	 Could	have	a	
negative	impact	
on	the	Falcon	Hill	
Development	because	
an	interchange	would	
not	be	constructed	
and	would	not	
improve	access	to	the	
development

A

•	 Would	relocate	7	businesses
•	 May	limit	Sunset	City’s	ability	to	accommodate	the	planned	

commercial	district	along	1800	North	without	additional	
commercial	zoning

•	 Would	have	long-term	economic	benefits	(direct	connection	to	
Falcon	Hill,	improved	access	to	I-15,	and	increase	in	demand	for	
commercial	activity	on	1800	North	and	Main	Street)

B

•	 Would	relocate	7	businesses
•	 May	limit	Sunset	City’s	ability	to	accommodate	the	planned	

commercial	district	along	1800	North	without	additional	
commercial	zoning

•	 Would	have	long-term	economic	benefits	(direct	connection	to	
Falcon	Hill,	improved	access	to	I-15,	and	increase	in	demand	for	
commercial	activity	on	1800	North	and	Main	Street)

C

•	 Would	relocate	6	businesses
•	 May	limit	Sunset	City’s	ability	to	accommodate	the	planned	

commercial	district	along	1800	North	without	additional	
commercial	zoning

•	 Would	have	long-term	economic	benefits	(direct	connection	to	
Falcon	Hill,	improved	access	to	I-15,	and	increase	in	demand	for	
commercial	activity	on	1800	North	and	Main	Street)

D

•	 Would	relocate	4	businesses
•	 Would	have	long-term	economic	benefits	(direct	connection	to	

Falcon	Hill,	improved	access	to	I-15,	and	increase	in	demand	for	
commercial	activity	on	1800	North	and	Main	Street)

E

•	 Would	relocate	4	businesses
•	 Would	have	long-term	economic	benefits	(direct	connection	to	

Falcon	Hill,	improved	access	to	I-15,	and	increase	in	demand	for	
commercial	activity	on	1800	North	and	Main	Street)

F

•	 Would	relocate	3	businesses
•	 Would	have	long-term	economic	benefits	(direct	connection	to	

Falcon	Hill,	improved	access	to	I-15,	and	increase	in	demand	for	
commercial	activity	on	1800	North	and	Main	Street)

Pedestrians 
and Bicyclists

•	 Would	not	construct	
pedestrian	or	bicyclist	
facilities

•	 Would	not	eliminate	any	existing	pedestrian	or	bicyclist	facilities	
and	would	accommodate	existing	child	access	routing	plans

•	 Would	provide	continuous	sidewalk	on	both	sides	of	1800	North
•	 Would	construct	a	railroad	overpass	at	the	Union	Pacific/

FrontRunner	railroad	crossing	(the	railroad	overpass	would	
improve	safety	at	the	school	crossing	in	this	location)

•	 Would	construct	a	12-ft	shoulder	which	could	accommodate	
bicycle	usage

•	 At	signalized	intersections	signal	timing	may	need	to	be	adjusted	
to	allow	for	the	extra	time	it	would	take	a	pedestrian	to	cross	a	
widened	1800	North

•	 Would	impact	approximately	60-ft	of	the	existing	D&RGW	Rail	
Trail	(the	existing	connections	to	the	sidewalks	on	the	north	and	
south	sides	of	1800	North	would	be	maintained)
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Air Quality

•	 Would not result in 
new violations of the 
NAAQS, increases 
in the frequency or 
severity of existing 
violations of the 
NAAQS, or delays in 
attaining the NAAQS

•	 Would not result in new violations of the NAAQS, increases in 
the frequency or severity of existing violations of the NAAQS, or 
delays in attaining the NAAQS

Noise

•	 Noise levels would 
generally not 
increase over existing 
conditions

•	 Worst case scenario noise levels would range from 55.6 dBA to 
74 dBA, with an average noise level of about 65 dBA

Water 
Resources

•	 Drainage conditions 
would remain the 
same

•	 Storm water would 
continue to flow 
through existing 
stormdrain systems in 
areas where they are 
present, and where 
they are not present 
storm water would 
continue to infiltrate 
into the ground

•	 The impervious area would increase from 38.1-acres to between  
71.7-acres to 79.5-acres

•	 Alternatives A through F are not expected to impact water 
quality because the increase in flow would be controlled through 
the use of curb and gutter, catch basins, storm drain pipelines, 
and detention basins

•	 Alternatives A through F would either re-align or pipe between 
3,215-ft and 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Counties Canal

•	 Alternatives A through F could impact 114 PODs

Wetlands •	 No impact
•	 Alternatives A through F would either re-align or pipe between 

3,215-ft and 3,230-ft of the Davis and Weber Counties Canal 
(1.5 acres to 1.6 acres)

Floodplains •	 No impact •	 No impact

Wildlife •	 No impact •	 No impact

Threatened & 
Endangered 

Species
•	 No impact •	 No impact
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Archaeological 
and 

Architectural 
Resources

•	 No impact

A
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 16 No Adverse Effects
•	 16 Adverse Effects

B
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 16 No Adverse Effects
•	 16 Adverse Effects

C
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 20 No Adverse Effects
•	 12 Adverse Effects

D
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 15 No Adverse Effects
•	 15 Adverse Effects

E
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 15 No Adverse Effects
•	 15 Adverse Effects

F
Archaeological Resources:
•	 2 Adverse Effects

Architectural Resources:
•	 20 No Adverse Effects
•	 11 Adverse Effects

Paleontology •	 No impact •	 No impact

Hazardous 
Waste

•	 No impact

•	 Could potentially encounter areas of environmental concern 
from historic incidents along the 1800 North corridor (mostly 
leaking underground storage tanks)

•	 Could potentially encounter contaminated soil or groundwater 
associated with Hill Air Force Base operable units

•	 Relocation or abandonment of monitoring points and treatment 
system may be required



C H A P T E R  3  A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  &  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S            3 - 1 5 5

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Visual 
Conditions

•	 Would include 
changes associated 
with implementation 
of current and future 
zoning and land use 
plans.

•	 The addition of travel lanes on 1800 North would cause visual 
character and quality impacts to both those traveling on 1800 
North and those adjacent to 1800 North. Some viewers may 
see this change as a negative impact while other viewers may 
see this change as an improvement due to the construction of 
roadway amenities such as sidewalk and parkstrip.

•	 In areas where the removal of the front-row of homes is required 
as part of the 1800 North widening, the view from the backyards 
of the second row of homes would change substantially. In the 
short-term, the residents in these second row of homes would 
have a view of the widened 1800 North and the associated 
additional lanes, curb and gutter, park strips, and sidewalks. In 
the long-term, as potential development takes place between 
the second row of homes and the widened 1800 North, 
these residents may have a view of commercial or residential 
properties.

•	 The greatest degree of visual contrast would come from the 
railroad separation structure. The proposed structure would 
elevate 1800 North and would add approximately 30-ft to the 
profile. Residences of homes in this area would no longer have 
a view of the homes and landscape across 1800 North, but 
would have a view of the frontage road and retaining wall. Some 
viewers may see this change as a negative impact, others viewers 
may see this change as an improvement due to the construction 
of a patterned wall that blocks their view of the roadway.

•	 Construction of a new interchange would alter the viewshed for 
viewer groups traveling within the study area by providing a line 
of sight into Hill Air Force Base.

Invasive 
Species

•	 No impact
•	 Would provide opportunities for the movement of invasive 

species

Wild and 
Scenic Rivers

•	 No impact •	 No impact

Energy

•	 No construction 
energy requirements

•	 Similar operational 
energy requirements 
to  Alternatives A 
through F

•	 Construction energy requirements
•	 Similar operational energy requirements to the No-action 

Alternative
•	 Lower fuel consumption due to decreased congestion
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Construction •	 No impact

Social
Residents would experience inconvenience and frustration associated 
with traffic diversions, delays, and roadway closures during the 
construction phase of the study. Could impact passage and access 
for emergency services (ambulance, fire, and police) and busses (UTA, 
school, and transportation for the handicapped and elderly)

Economic Conditions
Disruptions to businesses during construction would include 
constrained or revised access, traffic congestion, noise, fugitive 
dust, visual obstructions as a result of construction equipment, and 
temporary loss of parking. These inconveniences, although temporary, 
could result in a decrease in patronage and sales because residents 
would be less willing to negotiate the conditions on 1800 North.

Air Quality
Would result in temporary negative effects to air quality in the study 
area due to increased dust and particulates. PM10 emissions from 
construction activities are usually local and short-term and last only 
for the duration of the construction period. Construction activity may 
also generate a temporary increase in MSAT emissions, especially for 
long-term construction projects.

Noise and Vibration
Area residents would experience temporary inconvenience due to 
construction noise and vibration. Extended disruption of normal 
activities is not anticipated, since no one receptor is expected to be 
exposed to construction noise of long duration.

Cultural (Archaeological and Architectural) Resources
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered archaeological sites.

Paleontology
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered paleontological sites.

Wetlands
Would include realigning or piping the Davis & Weber Counties 
Canal.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites
There is the possibility to impact undiscovered hazardous waste sites.

Visual Conditions
There would be some temporary visual impacts to the study area with 
the addition of construction signs, barricades, exposed earth, and 
construction equipment.
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Environmental 
Resource

No-action Alternative Alternatives A through F

Construction
(continued)

•	 No impact

Water Quality and Water Resources
There is the potential for temporary soil erosion and sediment/siltation 
impacts.

Energy
Would directly consume energy in the form of energy used to operate 
construction machinery, provide construction lighting, and produce 
and transport materials used in the construction of the project, such 
as asphalt.

Invasive Species
The potential exists for invasive species to be introduced or 
propagated in the study area due to construction activities that 
disturb the existing ground cover.

Construction Phasing and Potential Detours 
Construction of the project may occur in phases. The appropriate 
mitigation and project commitments would be conducted concurrent 
with the appropriate construction phase.

The construction of the project would result in temporary access 
closures and detours. 

The construction of the project would result in temporary access 
closures and detours.
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3 . 3 0  M I T I G A T I O N  A N D  P R O J E C T  C O M M I T M E N T S  S U M M A R Y
 

3.30.1 LAND USE
To mitigate the conversion of land at the LWCFA property (Central Park) as a result of Alternatives D through 
F, other recreational properties of equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location 
will be substituted. There are five residential properties on the south side of 1800 North between 250 West and 
Central Park that would require relocation as a result of Alternatives D through F. The remaining land on these 
properties could be converted to recreational use in accordance with Section 6(f) of the LWCFA. UDOT will 
coordinate with the State Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant Coordinator to determine the appropriate 
conversion.

3.30.2 FARMLANDS
No mitigation required.

3.30.3 SOCIAL CONDITIONS
No mitigation required.

3.30.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
No mitigation required.

3.30.5 RIGHT-OF-WAY AND RELOCATIONS
No mitigation required.

3.30.6 ECONOMIC CONDITIONS
Project Commitments
During the design phase, develop a landscaping plan that will replace impacted landscaping and be consistent 
with the existing aesthetics of the corridor.

Incorporate the City of Sunset’s water delivery system into the final design to avoid disrupting sales to Hill Air 
Force Base.

Where minor impacts such as driveway reconstruction and parking lot reconfiguration may occur, the property 
and business owners will be consulted during the design phase to develop solutions that will best suit the 
property within the parameters of Alternatives A through F.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.

3.30.7 PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS
UDOT will coordinate with the Davis County School District in regards to school walking routes during 
construction.

3.30.8 AIR QUALITY
No mitigation required.

3.30.9 NOISE
Noise walls were analyzed in four locations along 1800 North and on both sides of I-15, in the vicinity of the 
proposed interchange for Alternatives A through F. None of these walls were considered feasible or reasonable 
under the UDOT Noise Abatement Policy; therefore, no mitigation is proposed.
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3.30.10 WATER RESOURCES
Project Commitments

•	 A new storm drain system will be constructed that will comply with current UDEQ and UDWQ standards 
as well as local discharge rates and regulations.

•	 Impacted water rights will either be purchased from the owner by UDOT or UDOT will pay for the 
transfer of rights. 

•	 Construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts will be managed through obtaining a Utah 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) storm water general permit from the Utah Department 
of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), which will include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
and an outline of BMPs to be followed.

•	 Short-term impacts to water quality will be minimized through implementation of UDOT’s BMPs found 
in the Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Manual.

•	 In the event that groundwater is encountered during construction and site monitoring indicated 
potentially contaminated groundwater, UDOT will contact the Hill Air Force Base IRP manager and 
will comply with Hill Air Force Base’s established potentially contaminated groundwater requirements.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.

3.30.11 WETLANDS
Project Commitments
A Section 404 Permit from the USACE is required for impacts to the Davis and Weber Counties Canal. To acquire 
this permit, an application form must be prepared along with a mitigation plan that stipulates mitigation for 
the proposed permanent and temporary impacts. BMPs will be used during construction to protect waters of 
the U.S. that are not to be disturbed.

Mitigation
No mitigation required.

3.30.12 FLOODPLAINS
No mitigation required.

3.30.13 WILDLIFE
No mitigation required.

3.30.14 THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES
No mitigation required.

3.30.15 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES
A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be prepared and agreed upon and executed by FHWA, UDOT, and 
SHPO.

3.30.16 PALEONTOLOGY
No mitigation required.

3.30.17 HAZARDOUS WASTE
Mitigation for impacts to Hill Air Force Base Environmental Restoration Program Sites include:

•	 UDOT will notify and coordinate with the Hill Air Force Base Environmental Management Division 
before demolition and construction activities to identify monitoring locations that will need to be 
abandoned or relocated. The Air Force will determine the number of samples to be collected and 
which analysis will be necessary before determining required action necessary each monitoring point. 
Soils will not be removed from the site without written Environmental Management Division approval.

•	 If contaminated materials or soil are encountered on Hill Air Force Base during construction that have 
not been previously identified, appropriate containment and disposal measures will be required and 
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implemented. UDOT will contact the Environmental Management Division to ensure proper handling 
of materials. Protective measures will be implemented based on direction from the Environmental 
Management Division, and potential impacts to human health and the environment will be minimal. 
Before construction activities, UDOT and the Air Force will determine responsibility for IRP-related 
activities such as closure and relocation of monitoring wells and cleaning up or installing a temporary 
cap on any soil contamination uncovered by demolition or excavation.

•	 UDOT will work with the Air Force to coordinate Air Force remediation activities, including monitoring/
sampling and investigation before, during, and after demolition or construction activities. Before 
construction, UDOT will obtain specific recommendations to install vapor barriers, which will prevent 
vapor instruction of volatile subsurface contaminants.

3.30.18 VISUAL CONDITIONS
During the design phase, a landscaping plan will be developed that is consistent with the existing aesthetics of 
the corridor.

3.30.19 INVASIVE SPECIES
Project Commitment
To minimize the movement of invasive species, the Contractor will be required to comply with UDOT’s Special 
Provision 02924S – Invasive Weed Control. 

Mitigation
No mitigation planned.

3.30.20 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
No mitigation required.

3.30.21 ENERGY
No mitigation required.

3.30.22 CONSTRUCTION
Social Conditions
Project Commitments
The contractor will be required to prepare a detailed traffic-control plan that will maintain access to all 
commercial and residential properties throughout the project implementation and will be required to submit 
an approved traffic-control plan prior to the commencement of construction-related activities (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01554 – Traffic Control). The contractor will also be required to provide and approved 
public involvement plan designed to notify the traveling public and adjacent property owners of construction-
related issues and concerns and to coordinate construction activities with adjacent property owners (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01315 – Public Information Services).

Impacts to emergency services will be mitigated through an emergency services plan, which will be developed 
and updated through the construction period to ensure that fire, police, and ambulance services are maintained 
and their mobility facilitated.

Economic Conditions
Project Commitments
Maintain access to businesses throughout construction.

Provide additional signage and well marked detours to enable employees and customers to access businesses 
during construction.

Develop a Construction Management Plan to address how to minimize impacts and ensure good communication 
with the public and business owners regarding construction activities.
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Air Quality
Project Commitments
Construction mitigation includes strategies that reduce engine activity or reduce emissions per unit of operating 
time, such as reducing the numbers of trips and extended idling. Operational agreements that reduce or 
redirect work or shift times to avoid community exposures can have positive benefits when sites are near 
populated areas.

Construction emissions for PM10 will be minimized through good construction practices such as watering exposed 
surfaces, minimizing the amount of exposed and disturbed surfaces, minimizing construction equipment and 
vehicle speeds, and properly maintaining vehicle engines.

The Utah Air Quality Rules will require a dust-control plan from all sources whose activities or equipment could 
produce fugitive dust or airborne dust. A dust-control plan will be prepared for the construction phase of the 
proposed project. Dust-control measures could include planting vegetative cover, providing synthetic covers, 
and watering and/or chemically stabilizing unpaved haul roads.

Noise and Vibration
Project Commitments
Construction noise impacts are considered temporary and will be minimized through adherence to UDOT 
Standard Specification 01355– Environmental Compliance, Part 3.6 – Noise Control.

Mitigation
During the design process UDOT will develop a Special Provision to provide appropriate control and monitoring 
of vibrations near objects, structures, or utilities that may be susceptible to damage from ground vibrations.

Cultural (Archaeological and Architectural) Resources
Project Commitments
The contractor will be required to abide by UDOT Standard Specification 01355 – Environmental Compliance, 
Part 3.8, Discovery of Historical, Archaeological, or Paleontological Objects, Features, Sites, or Human Remains.

Paleontology
Project Commitments
The contractor will be required to abide by UDOT Standard Specification 01355 - Environmental Compliance, 
Part 3.8, Discovery of Historical, Archaeological, or Paleontological Objects, Features, Sites, or Human Remains.

Wetlands
Project Commitments
A Section 404 Permit will be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for all work to be 
conducted within the Davis & Weber Counties Canal.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites
Project Commitment
Hazardous waste sites could be encountered during construction. In such a case, all work will stop in the area 
of the contamination according to UDOT Standard Specification, Section 01355, Part 3.1 and the contractor 
will consult with UDOT and UDEQ to determine the appropriate remedial measures.

Mitigation
If contaminated materials or soil are encountered on Hill Air Force Base during construction that have not 
been previously identified, appropriate containment and disposal measures will be required and implemented. 
UDOT will contact the Environmental Management Division to ensure proper handling of materials. Protective 
measures will be implemented based on direction from the Environmental Management Division, and potential 
impacts to human health and the environment will be minimal.
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Water Quality and Water Resources
Project Commitment
Alternatives A through F would disturb more than 1 acre of land and would require coverage under the UPDES 
storm water permit. To obtain a UPDES permit, a notice of intent must be submitted to the Utah Division of 
Water Quality describing the construction activities. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be 
developed prior to submitting the notice of intent for the UPDES permit. The SWPPP identifies best management 
practices as well as site-specific measures to reduce erosion and prevent eroded sediment from leaving the 
construction zone. 

Invasive Species
Project Commitment
To minimize the movement of invasive species, the Contractor will be required to comply with UDOT’s Special 
Provision 02924S - Invasive Weed Control.

Construction Phasing and Potential Detours 
Project Commitment
The contractor will be required to prepare a detailed traffic-control plan that will maintain access to all 
commercial and residential properties throughout the project implementation and will be required to submit 
an approved traffic-control plan prior to the commencement of construction-related activities (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01554 – Traffic Control). The contractor will also be required to provide and approved 
public involvement plan designed to notify the traveling public and adjacent property owners of construction-
related issues and concerns and to coordinate construction activities with adjacent property owners (per UDOT 
Standard Specification 01315 – Public Information Services).

Impacts to emergency services will be mitigated through an emergency services plan, which will be developed 
and updated through the construction period to ensure that fire, police, and ambulance services are maintained 
and their mobility facilitated.
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This chapter identifies Section 4(f) resources that could be used by 
transportation improvements proposed by FHWA and UDOT on 
1800 North (SR-37) between 2000 West and Interstate 15 (I-15) 
in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County. This document 
meets all requirements of the FHWA implementing regulations (23 
CFR 774) and guidance established in FHWA Technical Advisory 
T6640.8A.

This Section 4(f) evaluation will:

•	 Describe the Proposed Action, establish the purpose and 
need for the project, and identify alternatives evaluated to 
meet the purpose and need

•	 Identify the Section 4(f) resources within the study area
•	 Analyze impacts and determine the Section 4(f) “use” for 

the identified Section 4(f) properties
•	 Discuss feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives that 

avoid Section 4(f) resources
•	 Conduct a least overall harm analysis 
•	 Outline measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) 

resources that cannot be avoided
•	 Describe coordination efforts with local, state, and federal 

officials, and with the public

4 . 2  P R O P O S E D  A C T I O N
 

4.2.1 PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of the project is to implement transportation improvements on the 1800 North study corridor that 
would address current operational and safety conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by:

•	 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor
•	 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor

The project purpose is based on the following project needs:

•	 Current and future congestion on the 1800 North study corridor.  The 1800 North study corridor 
currently operates at level-of-service (LOS) E and will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth 
in population, employment, and development.

•	 Inadequate access to and from I-15 for traffic on the 1800 North study corridor because of operational 
failure at the 5600 South and 650 North Main Street/1900 West intersections and I-15 interchanges.  
These intersections and interchanges  will operate at LOS F in 2040 with projected growth in population, 
employment, and development.

•	 Insufficient east-west arterials with adequate access to I-15 within the study area.
•	 Current at-grade rail crossing on 1800 North exceeds FHWA Grade Separation Criteria for freight and 

passenger train crossing safety and, thus, warrants improvements. 

C H A P T E R  4 :  S E C T I O N  4 ( F )  E V A L U A T I O N

4 . 1  I N T R O D U C T I O N

2 3  C F R  7 7 4 . 1

The Administration may not approve the 
use, as defined in § 774.17, of Section 
4(f) property unless a determination is 
made under paragraph (a) or (b) of this 
section.
(a) The Administration determines 
that:

(1) There is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative, as defined in § 
774.17, to the use of land from the 
property; and
(2) The action includes all possible 
planning, as defined in § 774.17, 
to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use; or

(b) The Administration determines 
that the use of the property, including 
any measure(s) to minimize harm 
(such as any avoidance, minimization, 
mitigation, or enhancement measures) 
committed to by the applicant, will 
have a de minimis impact, as defined 
in §774.17, on the property.
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4.2.2 ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT
Description of Alternatives
The lead agencies developed and evaluated a wide range of alternatives as part of the Section 4(f) evaluation 
process and study alternative screening process (see Chapter 2 of the 1800 North EIS). The agencies did not 
constrain the list of alternatives by mode, ability to meet the purpose and need, potential environmental 
impacts, or cost. The intent was to begin with a broad listing of specific and independent actions that could be 
performed. Each alternative evaluated assumes completion of all planned road and transit projects in approved 
regional and local plans by the year 2040. The wide range of alternatives considered included the No-action 
Alternative, the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, the Transit Alternative, and seven 
build alternatives. These build alternatives included capacity and safety improvements to 1800 North, a new 
interchange with I-15, and improvements to other streets and interchanges in the study area. The alternatives 
included:

•	 No-action Alternative: The No-action Alternative assumes completion of all planned road and transit 
projects in approved regional and local plans by the year 2040 with the exception of the improvements 
that are the subject of this EIS.

•	 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative: The TSM Alternative includes activities 
that would improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity improvements without building new travel 
lanes. It assumes completion of all planned road and transit projects in approved regional and local 
plans by the year 2040 with the exception of the improvements that are the subject of this EIS.

•	 Transit Alternative: The Transit Alternative assumes implementation of public transit improvements 
included in WFRC’s 2040 RTP by 2040, as well as a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route from the Clearfield 
FrontRunner station to the West Davis Highway. This route would follow Main Street and 1800 North. 
It assumes completion of all planned road and transit projects in approved regional and local plans by 
the year 2040 with the exception of the improvements that are the subject of this EIS.

•	 Alternative 1: Add capacity to 1800 North, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North Interchanges, and 
add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 2: Add capacity to 2300 North and 1300 North, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North 
Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 3: Add capacity to 5600 South and 800 North, connect 800 North to the 650 North 
Interchange, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad 
crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 4: Add capacity to 2000 West and Main Street, rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North 
Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North.

•	 Alternative 5: Add capacity to 1800 North, build a new interchange at or near 1800 North, and add 
a grade-separated railroad crossing.

•	 Alternative 6: Add capacity to 2300 North and 1300 North, build a new interchange at or near 1800 
North, and add a grade-separated railroad crossing.

•	 Alternative 7: Add capacity to 1800 North, extend 1800 North east into Hill Air Force Base (no 
interchange), rebuild the 5600 South and 650 North Interchanges, and add a grade-separated railroad 
crossing on 1800 North.

Alternatives Screening Process
The screening process for the 1800 North EIS includes:

•	 Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening: Evaluate the compatibility of the alternatives with the 
purpose and need. 

•	 Develop Design Alternatives: Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that meet the 
purpose and need.

•	 Level 2 - Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening: Screen interchange 
alternatives based on their ability to operate satisfactorily. If an alternative is unable to meet the 
traffic operations measures of effectiveness, it will not meet the project purpose to “improve mobility 
and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor,” and the screening process will eliminate the 
alternative from further study. 
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•	 Level 3 - Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening:  Screen alternatives 
that are found acceptable in Level 1 and Level 2 Screening. These alternatives will be screened 
based on environmental factors, including impacts to Section 4(f) properties, residential relocations, 
commercial relocations, and waters of the U.S./wetlands. The environmental screening process is 
not a full environmental analysis of the alternatives. A full environmental analysis of alternatives will 
be conducted for alternatives selected for detailed study and will take place in Chapter 3: Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences. In addition to environmental factors, alternatives 
will be screened based on impacts to groundwater, which will influence design and maintenance 
considerations, and how well traffic can be maintained during construction.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS rigorously evaluate all reasonable alternatives 
and discuss those alternatives that were eliminated from further study.  Reasonable alternatives include those 
that meet the project purpose and need. Alternatives that have substantially greater environmental or other 
impacts, based on preliminary screening, will be eliminated from further study.

Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening
The first screening process evaluated the compatibility of the alternatives with the purpose and need using 
Synchro traffic modeling software. Synchro software aided in intersection level analyses and calculated 
intersection delay. 

Synchro software modeled each alternative to calculate intersection delay and Level-of-Service (LOS). Those 
alternatives that met the purpose and need (see Table 4-1) moved forward for further analysis.

Table 4-1 Purpose and Need Objectives

Purpose Objective

Reduce congestion on 1800 North •	 Provide LOS D* on 1800 North

Improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North 
study corridor

•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South Interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North Interchange
•	 Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West 

intersection
•	 Provide LOS D at the 650 North/Main Street 

intersection

Improve safety and operational characteristics on 1800 
North

•	 Improve safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner 
Railroad Crossing

*When planning for future improvements, a roadway must have adequate capacity to handle the anticipated flow rate, and 
must provide for a minimum acceptable LOS. UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that roadway designers 
should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban area. The proposed project is within an 
urbanized area and therefore streets should operate at LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.

Summary of Results for Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening
Based on Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening, Alternative 5 met the purpose and need of the project. It does 
not meet the “Provide LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection” objective, but no other alternative 
under consideration meets that objective; however, Alternative 5 best improves the operations of the 5600 
South/1900 West intersection compared to all other alternatives. The related project purpose for the “Provide 
LOS D at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection” objective is to improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 
1800 North study corridor. The screening process used LOS of the current I-15 accesses to measure if this 
purpose was met. Alternative 5 would meet the project purpose by providing a new interchange at I-15 and 
improving the intersection operations from LOS F to LOS E at the 5600 South/1900 West intersection, even if 
the LOS D objective is not met. Improvements may be needed to further improve traffic operations along the 
5600 South corridor, but this would be unrelated to 1800 North traffic and this study.

Because Alternative 5 meets the purpose of the project, it will advance for further study. The No-action 
Alternative fails to meet the purpose and need for the project, but it will move forward for further study 
because it satisfies the NEPA “no-action” requirement and provides a baseline to compare impacts of build 
alternatives.
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Table 4-2 Summary of Level 1: Purpose and Need Screening

Purpose 
and Need 
Objectives

Provide 
LOS D 

on 1800 
North

Provide 
LOS D at 

the 5600 S 
Interchange

Provide 
LOS D at 
the 650 N 

Interchange

Provide LOS 
D at the 
5600 S

/1900 W 
Intersection

Provide LOS D 
at the 650 N

/Main St. 
Intersection

Improve 
Safety at the 
Union Pacific/
FrontRunner 

Railroad 
Crossing

Recommended  
for Further 

Analysis

No-action No No No No No No Yes

TSM No No No No No No No

Transit No No No No No No No

Alternative 1 Yes Yes No No No Yes No

Alternative 2 No No No No No Yes No

Alternative 3 No No No No No Yes No

Alternative 4 Yes No No No No Yes No

Alternative 5 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Alternative 6 No No No No No Yes No

Alternative 7 Yes No No No No Yes No

Develop Design Alternatives
The next step in the alternatives screening process was to develop design alternatives for the alternatives that 
met the purpose and need. As discussed in Level 1 - Purpose and Need Screening, Alternative 5 was the only 
Alternative that met the purpose and need; therefore, design alternatives were developed for the elements of 
Alternative 5. These elements included:
 

•	 Adding capacity to 1800 North – The project team developed five alternatives for adding capacity to 
1800 North. These alternatives included a centerline widening, widen to the north, widen to the south, 
and two minimization alignments. All of these alternatives meet the purpose and need for the project 
and will need to go through Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction Maintenance Screening.

•	 Adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North - The project team developed five 
alternatives for grade-separation at the railroad crossing on 1800 North. These alternatives included 
combinations of  lowering or raising the railroad, lowering or raising 1800 North, and a combination 
of lowering or raising both the railroad and 1800 North. All of these alternatives meet the purpose 
and need for the project and will need to go through Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction 
Maintenance Screening.

•	 Building a new interchange at or near 1800 North – The project team developed 22 alternatives 
for a new interchange at 1800 North. These alternatives will go through both Level 2: Purpose and 
Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening and Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/
Maintenance Screening.

Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening
Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening will evaluate interchange alternatives 
based on Vissim traffic modeling, a detailed traffic modeling methodology that uses micro-simulation analysis, 
which models and controls individual vehicles. This type of traffic modeling is necessary to determine the impacts 
to freeway operations. The Level 2 Screening will evaluate the design alternatives for a “New Interchange at 
1800 North” to determine if the interchange alternatives associated with Alternative 5 meet the purpose and 
need for the project.

An interchange alternative will pass the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening if it meets the 
following criteria:

•	 Provide LOS D for all movements: UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction states that 
roadway designers should provide LOS C or higher in a rural area and LOS D or higher in an urban 
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area. The proposed project is within an urbanized area and therefore interchanges should operate at 
LOS D or better, if possible, during peak hours.

•	 Provide for queuing on the off-ramps that does not back into the mainline flow of I-15: This 
criteria is based on Policy Point 3 of FHWA’s Notice of Revised Policy Statement issued on August 18, 
2008 and filed in the Federal Register on August 26, 2009: “An operational and safety analysis has 
concluded that the proposed change in access does not have a significant adverse impact on the 
safety and operation of the Interstate facility (which includes mainline lanes, existing, new, or modified 
ramps, ramp intersections with crossroad) or on the local street network based on both the current and 
the planned future traffic projections.” Queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline flow 
of I-15 would have an adverse impact on the safety and operation of I-15. Therefore, any interchange 
design alternative that cause queuing on the off-ramps that backs into the mainline flow of I-15 will 
be eliminated from further study.

•	 Provide adequate driver expectancy: According to the Transportation Research Board, expectancy 
relates to a driver’s readiness to respond to situations, events, and information in predictable and 
successful ways. If an interchange design alternative cannot provide for adequate driver expectancy, it 
will be eliminated from further study.

•	 Provide direct connection between 1800 North, Main Street, I-15, and the proposed Falcon 
Hill street system on the east side of I-15: Providing a direct connection between 1800 North, Main 
Street, I-15, and the proposed Falcon Hill street system on the east side of I-15 is needed to provide 
access to Main Street and Falcon Hill. If travelers are unable to access Falcon Hill or Main Street from 
the 1800 North Interchange, they will need to use the adjacent interchanges, increasing traffic volumes 
and the associated congestion at the 650 North and 5600 South Interchanges.

If an alternative is unable to meet the above criteria, it will not meet the project purpose to “improve mobility 
and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor” and will not move forward for further study.

The project team developed several design alternatives for a new interchange at 1800 North (see Chapter 2 for 
figures of the Interchange Alternatives): 

•	 Interchange Alternative 4A: Interchange Alternative 4A would build an interchange (Diamond or 
Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)) on I-15 at 1800 North and would relocate Main Street to 250 
West from 1300 North to 2300 North to separate the I-15 ramps from the Main Street intersection. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 4B-1: Interchange Alternative 4B-1 would build an interchange (Diamond 
or SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North, would relocate Main Street to 50 West, and would lift Main Street over 
1800 North. Main Street access to 1800 North would be right-in/right-out. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 4B-2: Interchange Alternative 4B-2 would build an interchange (Diamond 
or SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North, would relocate Main Street to 50 West, and would lift Main Street over 
1800 North. A traffic signal would allow full access to 1800 North from Main Street. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 5A: Interchange Alternative 5A would build an interchange (Diamond or 
SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift I-15 east to provide adequate separation between Main 
Street and the I-15 ramps. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 5B: Interchange Alternative 5B would build an interchange (Diamond or 
SPUI) on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift I-15 east and Main Street west to provide adequate 
separation between Main Street and the I-15 ramps. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6A: Interchange Alternative 6A would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide a direct southbound ramp connection to Main Street at 1900 North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6B: Interchange Alternative 6B would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide direct southbound ramp connections to Main Street at 1800 North.

•	 Interchange Alternative 6C: Interchange Alternative 6C would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide direct southbound ramp connections to Main Street at 1700 North and 1900 
North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 6D: Interchange Alternative 6D would build an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North and would provide southbound loop ramp junctions at 1700 North and 1900 North with 
structures over Main Street. 
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•	 Interchange Alternative 6E: Interchange Alternative 6E would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide a loop ramp junction at 1700 North for southbound movements with a 
flyover at 1800 North. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 7: Interchange Alternative 7 would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide  a rotary intersection at the southbound ramps, 1800 North, and Main Street.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8A: Interchange Alternative 8A would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North and would provide flyover ramps to the east side of I-15.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8B: Interchange Alternative 8B would build an interchange at 1800 North 
and would provide flyover ramps to the east side of I-15 with a tight diamond configuration. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 8C: Interchange Alternative 8C is similar to Interchange Alternative 8A in 
that it would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would provide flyover ramps to the east 
side of I-15. The flyover ramps would be located even further to the east to avoid the Army rail shops. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 8D: Interchange Alternative 8D is similar to Interchange Alternative 8A in 
that it would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would provide flyover ramps to the east 
side of I-15; however, the flyover ramps would be shifted to the south to avoid the Army rail shops. 
Interchange Alternative 9: Interchange Alternative 9 would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North with ramps in an offset configuration to the east of I-15. Southbound ramps would connect with 
1800 North via a connector road.

•	 Interchange Alternative 10: Interchange Alternative 10 would build an interchange on I-15 at 1800 
North with a Main Street  collector/couplet configuration. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 11: Interchange Alternative 11 would build an interchange on I-15 that 
would move all ramps to the south side of the interchange to avoid the Army Rail shop. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 12: Interchange Alternative 12 would build an oval shaped interchange on 
I-15 that has connecting ramps that provide entrance and exit movements to and from the oval. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 13: Interchange Alternative 13 would build a two quadrant cloverleaf 
interchange on I-15 at 1800 North with both off-ramps at an intersection on the east side of I-15. 
Interchange Alternative 13 would shift I-15 east. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 14: Interchange Alternative 14 would construct an interchange on I-15 that 
would consist of a collector-distributor road system with continuous flow intersections. 

•	 Interchange Alternative 15: Interchange Alternative 15 would construct an interchange on I-15 at 
1800 North and would shift Main Street to the east side of I-15 to provide for adequate separation 
between the interchange ramps and the Main Street/1800 North intersection.

Summary of Results for Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening
Based on Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic Operations) Screening, 1800 North Interchange 
Alternatives 4A, 5A, 5B, 8A, 8D, and 15 were selected for further study and will move forward to Level 3 
Screening (see Table 4-3).

Table 4-3 Summary of Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening

Alternative 5: 1800 
North Interchange 

Alternative

Measures of Effectiveness

Carry 
Forward 

to Level 3 
Screening 

Provide LOS 
D for all 

movements

Provide for queuing 
on off-ramps that 
does not back into 

mainline flow of I-15 

Provide 
adequate driver 

expectancy

Provide direct connection 
between 1800 North, Main 

Street, I-15, and street 
system on east side of I-15

Alternative 5 (1800 North Interchange Alternatives)

Interchange 
Alternative 4A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 4B-1

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 4B-2

No No No Yes No
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Alternative 5: 1800 
North Interchange 

Alternative

Measures of Effectiveness

Carry 
Forward 

to Level 3 
Screening 

Provide LOS 
D for all 

movements

Provide for queuing 
on off-ramps that 
does not back into 

mainline flow of I-15 

Provide 
adequate driver 

expectancy

Provide direct connection 
between 1800 North, Main 

Street, I-15, and street 
system on east side of I-15

Interchange 
Alternative 5A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 5B

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 6A

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6B

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6C

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6D

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 6E

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 7

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 8A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 8B

No No Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 8C

Yes Yes Yes No No

Interchange 
Alternative 8D

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 9

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 10 

No No No Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 11

Yes Yes Yes No No

Interchange 
Alternative 12

No No Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 13

No Yes Yes Yes No

Interchange 
Alternative 14

Yes Yes No No No

Interchange 
Alternative 15

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Level 3: Environmental And Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening
The Alternative 5: Adding Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives and the Alternative 5: Railroad Grade-Separation 
Alternatives will go through Level 3 Screening. The Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives that 
passed the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Traffic Operations) Screening will also go through Level 3 Screening. 

Screening Factors
Environmental
The environmental screening analysis included an inventory of existing environmental resources located near 
the study area. The inventory included Section 4(f) resources (historic structures and public parks), residential 
and commercial structures, and waters of the U.S/wetlands.

Design/Construction/Maintenance
According to the hydrogeology report, groundwater levels at the railroad crossing range from 0-ft to 10-ft. 
Any railroad crossing alternative that would require lowering either the railroad mainlines or 1800 North below 
ground surface would likely encounter groundwater. The screening process will determine if an alternative 
would have maintenance and drainage challenges due to high groundwater (none, low, moderate, high, or 
very high).

In addition, the screening process will determine impacts to maintenance of traffic (MOT) during construction 
(low, moderate, or high).

Add Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives
Alternative 5 includes widening 1800 North between Main Street and 2000 West. To meet the purpose and 
need objective: “Provide LOS D on 1800 North,” Alternative 5 would require a five-lane cross-section on 1800 
North (two travel lanes in each direction with a permissive left-turn lane) for most of the corridor. Between 250 
West and Main Street a seven-lane cross-section (three travel lanes in each direction with a permissive left-turn 
lane/median) would be required. 

•	 Centerline Widening Alternative: The Centerline Widening Alternative would widen equally to 
both the north and the south. In locations where homes and businesses adjacent to 1800 North have 
a large setback, this would allow homes and businesses on each side to remain and would require 
approximately equal right-of-way from property owners on the north and south. In locations where 
homes and businesses adjacent to 1800 North do not have a large setback, this would potentially 
require the relocation of homes and businesses on both the north and south (see Chapter 2 Figures in 
Volume 2).

•	 Widen to the North Alternative: The Widen to the North Alternative would maintain the existing 
right-of-way for south side properties and would require right-of-way from the north side properties 
only, including the potential relocation of the majority of north-side homes and businesses (see Chapter 
2 Figures in Volume 2).

•	 Widen to the South Alternative: The Widen to the South Alternative would maintain the existing 
right-of-way for north side properties and would require right-of-way from the south side properties 
only, including the potential relocation of the majority of south-side homes and businesses (see Chapter 
2 Figures in Volume 2).

•	 Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative: The Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative would shift to 
avoid or minimize impacts to important environmental resources. Between 250 West and Main Street 
the alignment would shift north (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2).

•	 Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative: The Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative would shift to 
avoid or minimize impacts to important environmental resources. Between 250 West and Main Street 
alignment would shift south (see Chapter 2 Figures in Volume 2).
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Railroad Grade-Separation Alternatives
The project team developed several alternatives for a railroad grade separation on 1800 North (the at-grade 
crossing alternative was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose and need objective to improve 
safety at the Union Pacific/FrontRunner Railroad Crossing). These alternatives included:

•	 Elevate railroad mainlines over 1800 North
•	 Lower railroad mainlines under 1800 North
•	 1800 North under railroad mainlines
•	 1800 North over railroad mainlines
•	 Change elevation of both 1800 North and railroad

Bypass Tracks
All of these alternatives, with the exception of the 1800 North over Railroad Mainlines alternative would require 
bypass tracks during construction. These bypass tracks would run parallel to the existing rail corridor. A detailed 
impact analysis of alternatives with bypass tracks was performed only for the Change Elevation of both 1800 
North and Railroad Alternative because this alternative represents the best-case scenario. This scenario would 
require the shortest bypass tracks and would cause the fewest impacts to existing development adjacent to the 
tracks. All other alternatives that would require bypass tracks would require longer bypass tracks and would, 
therefore, have greater impacts (see Chapter 2 Figure in Volume 2). The project team analyzed two alternatives 
for the bypass track. One alternative would utilize fill slopes, and the other alternative would construct retaining 
walls.

Screening of the 1800 North Railroad Grade Separation Alternatives will only consider impacts associated with 
the impacts resulting from the bypass track and will not consider impacts associated with 1800 North widening.

1800 North Interchange Alternatives
1800 North Interchange Alternatives 4A, 5A, 5B, 8A, 8D, and 15 were selected for further study.

Summary of Results for Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening 
Table 4-4 shows a summary of the Level 3: Environmental and Design/Construction/Maintenance Screening.

Table 4-4 Summary of Results for Level 3: Design/Construction/Maintenance and Environmental Screening

Alternative
Section 4(f) greater 

than de minimis 
impacts

Residential 
Relocations

Commercial 
Relocations

Waters of the 
U.S./Wetlands

Groundwater 
Impacts

MOT 
Impacts

Carry 
forward to 

detailed 
study

Alternative 5: Add Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives

Centerline 
Widening

27 (includes one 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
property)

63 7 0 N/A N/A No

Widen to the 
North

17 61 9 0 N/A N/A No

Widen to the 
South

23 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

64 5 0 N/A N/A No

Minimization 
Alignment 1

12 49 7 0 N/A N/A Yes

Minimization 
Alignment 2

11 43 5 0 N/A N/A Yes
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Alternative
Section 4(f) greater 

than de minimis 
impacts

Residential 
Relocations

Commercial 
Relocations

Waters of the 
U.S./Wetlands

Groundwater 
Impacts

MOT 
Impacts

Carry 
forward to 

detailed 
study

Alternative 5: 1800 North RR Grade-Separation Alternatives

Elevate RR 
over 1800 
North

1
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 None High No

Lower RR 
under 1800 
North

1
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 Very High High No

1800 North 
under RR

0
Greater 

than 18 to 
34

0 0 Very High High No

1800 North 
over RR

0 0 0 0 None Low Yes

Change 
elevation of 
both 1800 
North and RR

0

18 (with 
retaining 

wall)
34 (with 

fill slopes)

0 0 High High No

Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives

Interchange 
Alternative 
4A

40 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

60 2
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No

Interchange 
Alternative 
5A

6 (includes six 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 1 (Army Rail 
Shop)

3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
5B

10 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

11 7
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No

Interchange 
Alternative 
8A

6 (includes six 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 1 (Army Rail 
Shop)

3,215-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
8D

2 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

0 0
3,215-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A Yes

Interchange 
Alternative 
15

10 (includes two 
relatively significant 

Section 4(f) 
properties)

10 9
3,230-ft of Davis 
and Weber Canal

N/A N/A No
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Alternatives Selected for Detailed Study
The screening process identified alternatives that this EIS will evaluate in detail.

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would maintain 1800 North and I-15 in their current roadway configurations. This 
alternative assumes that short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation  of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing. The No-action Alternative also assumes  all other 
improvements planned by others (WFRC RTP and other local transportation plans) would be implemented. 

1800 North Alternative
This EIS will carry Alternative 5 through for detailed study.  Alternative 5 will be referred to in the document as 
the “1800 North Alternative.” The 1800 North Alternative includes:

•	 Adding capacity to 1800 North
•	 Adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North
•	 Building a new interchange at or near 1800 North

Adding Capacity to 1800 North
The screening process identified the 1800 North Minimization Alignment 1 Alternative and 1800 North 
Minimization Alignment 2 Alternative as meriting detailed study.

Adding a Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing on 1800 North
The screening process identified the 1800 North over the Railroad Alternative as meriting detailed study.

New Interchange at or near 1800 North
The screening process identified Interchange Alternative 5A, Interchange Alternative 8A, and Interchange 
Alternative 8D as meriting detailed study. 

1800 North Alternative Configurations
There are six different configurations of the 1800 North Alternative (see Table 4-5 and Chapter 3 Figures in 
Volume 2). Each combination was assigned a name (1800 North Alternatives A through F) to make it easier to 
differentiate between the six configurations. This EIS analyzes all six configurations.

Table 4-5 1800 North Alternative Configurations

1800  North Alternative Adding Capacity to 1800 
North

New Interchange at 1800 North
Grade-Separated 
Railroad Crossing

1800 North Alternative A Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 5A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative B Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 8A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative C Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 8D 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative D Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 5A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative E Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 8A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative F Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 8D 1800 North over RR

4 . 3  I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  O F  S E C T I O N  4 ( F )  P R O P E R T I E S
This section discusses resources identified within the study area that would qualify for Section 4(f) protection.  
See Figure 4-2 for the locations of all Section 4(f) resources within the study area.

4.3.1 PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS
For a park, recreational area, or wildlife/waterfowl refuge to qualify for Section 4(f) protection, it must be 
publicly owned and open to the public with its major purpose and function being that of a park, recreation 
area, or wildlife/waterfowl refuge and have been determined as significant by officials with jurisdiction over it 
(see Figure 4-1 and Table 4-6 for parks and recreational areas that qualify for Section 4(f) protection).  
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Figure 4-1 Parks and Recreational Facilities Protected under Section 4(f) in the Study Area

Table 4-6 Parks and Recreational Facilities Protected under Section 4(f) in the Study Area

Name Location City Size
Owner/

Manager
Existing Facilities/Current 

Plans

Powerline Park

South side of 1800 
North, immediately 
east of the Clinton 
City Public Works 
facility

Clinton 11 acres Clinton City

Skateboard facility, BMX 
bike course, playground 
equipment, and a quarter-
mile walking track

Powerline Trail

Begins at Powerline 
Park, just south of 
1800 North and runs 
south to 1300 North

Clinton
0.5 

miles
Clinton City Trail

Veteran’s Park
Southwest corner of 
1800 North and 1000 
West

Clinton

2 acres 
(Clinton 

City)
10 acres 
(School 
District)

Clinton City 
and Davis 

County School 
District

Playground equipment, 
baseball/softball diamonds, 
restrooms, picnic areas, and a 
bowery

Denver & Rio Grande 
Western (D&RGW) Rail 
Trail

Runs north/south 
along the old Denver 
and Rio Grande 
railroad corridor (at 
approximately 1000 
West).  

Clinton 22 miles
Utah Transit 

Authority (UTA)
Trail

Shady Grove Park
Southeast corner of 
1800 North and 1000 
West

Clinton
1.2 

acres
Clinton City Walking path

Central Park

South side of 1800 
North, adjacent to 
the Sunset City Fire 
Department

Sunset
6.3 

acres
Sunset City

Two tennis courts, two 
basketball areas, sand 
volleyball area, bowery with 
picnic tables and a grill, sand 
play area with swings and 
slides, a restroom, and two 
softball diamonds. 
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Figure 4-2 Section 4(f) Properties within the Study Area
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Powerline Park (Clinton City) 
This park is located on the south side of 1800 North in Clinton, immediately east of the Clinton City Public 
Works facility.  As its name indicates, this park is below large powerlines running north and south. Parking and 
primary access is from 1750 West. The park is approximately 11 acres and includes a skateboard facility, BMX 
bike course, playground equipment, and a quarter-mile walking track.

Powerline Park Trail
The Powerline Park Trail begins just south of 1800 North in Powerline Park at approximately 1675 West. The trail 
connects to a quarter mile track and then continues south to 1300 North.

Veteran’s Park (Davis County School District/Clinton City) 
This park is located on the southwest corner of 1800 North and 1000 West. It includes land owned by Davis 
County School District and the City. Through a cooperative understanding, the Clinton Elementary school’s 
playground equipment, baseball/softball diamonds, and parking lot are available for general public use. The City 
owned land is approximately 2-acres and includes restrooms, picnic areas, and a bowery. 

Denver and Rio Grande Western (D&RGW) Rail Trail
The D&RGW Rail Trail runs north/south along the old Denver and Rio Grande railroad corridor (at approximately 
1000 West in Clinton) for approximately 22 miles from West Bountiful through Clinton.

Shady Grove Park (Clinton City)
This park is located on the southeast corner of 1800 North and 1000 West. It serves as a detention basin, but  
does have a walking path and is considered a park by Clinton City who own and maintain the grounds.   

Central Park (Sunset City) 
This park is located on 1800 North adjacent to the Sunset City Fire Department. This park includes two tennis 
courts, two basketball areas, a sand volleyball area, a bowery with picnic tables and a grill, a sand play area 
with swings and slides, and a restroom located to the east of the park. There are two softball diamonds, with 
a two-story building located between them. This building houses a restroom, food concession stand, and an 
observation area on the top floor.

4.3.2 HISTORIC PROPERTIES
Section 4(f) protection applies to historic properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP). Historic properties located in the study area include architectural properties and 
archaeological sites.  FHWA makes the determination of eligibility for historic properties in consultation with the 
Utah State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) and any other consulting parties through the Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) review process.1 See Section 16.0 Archaeological and Architectural 
Resources in Chapter 3 of this EIS for more information on the Section 106 eligibility requirements and review 
process.

Area of Potential Effects (APE)
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was determined in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) at a meeting on August 17, 2011. The APE includes all properties on both the north and south sides of 
1800 North from 2000 West in Clinton to Main Street in Sunset. It also includes the area east of Main Street 
and includes a portion of the I-15 corridor and Hill Air Force Base (see Figure 4-3). The survey was two properties 
deep from 800 West in Clinton to 200 West in Sunset, due to possible railroad grade separation. Additionally, 
properties on the west side of Main Street near 1800 North were surveyed from 1600 North to 2000 North in 
Sunset as well as areas immediately surrounding the intersection of 650 North and Highway 91 in Clearfield and 
5600 South and Highway 91 in Roy.   

1 See also 36 CFR 800 (implementing regulations).
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Figure 4-3 Area of Potential Effects (APE)
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Archaeological Resources
Six archaeological sites within the project’s APE have been determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP; all 
six are protected under Section 4(f) because they warrant preservation in place (see Table 4-7 and Chapter 4 
Figures in Volume 2 for archaeological sites protected under Section 4(f)).

Table 4-7 Archaeological Sites and NRHP Eligibility in APE

Site Number
Date of 

Construction
Site Name NRHP Eligibility

42DV86 1883 Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad
Eligible, Criterion A – Non-contributing 
segment to the site’s overall eligibility

42DV87 1869 Union Pacific Railroad Eligible, Criterion A

42DV120 1884

Davis & Weber Counties Canal Eligible, Criterion A

Segment west of I-15, 1600 North (Sunset) to 

500 South (Clearfield)

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

Segment east of I-15, 1600 North (Sunset) to 

about 1750 North (Sunset)

Segment contributes to the site’s overall 

eligibility

Segment east of I-15, 1750 North (Sunset) to 

the Roy-Sunset border

Segment contributes to the site’s overall 

eligibility

42DV161 1908 Bamberger Railroad
Eligible, Criteria A and B – Segment 
contributes to the site’s overall eligibility

42DV350 1908

Bamberger Railroad
Determined Eligible – Non-contributing 
segment

Segment west of I-15, just north of APE to 

just south of Riverdale Road

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

Crosses under I-15, south of 5600 South 

Interchange

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

West of I-15, between just south of Riverdale 

Road and just south 5600 South Interchange

Segment is a non-contributing section to the 

site’s overall eligibility

42WB487 1884 Davis & Weber Counties Canal
Eligible, Criterion A – Segment 
contributes to the site’s overall eligibility

 
Architectural Resources
A Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey was conducted, which evaluated historic structures within the APE. 
Construction dates of all buildings within the APE were identified prior to the survey and only those buildings 
constructed in the historic period (on or before 1966) were surveyed. A total of 103 properties were surveyed 
within the APE. Of the 103 historic structures surveyed, 51 are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and, therefore, qualify for protection under Section 4(f).

Some of the most notable buildings surveyed included two buildings from an earlier time period (1896-1915) 
and are in Clinton on 1800 North. They are the 1910 Prairie School style LDS meetinghouse constructed of 
brick (1387 West 1800 North) and a 1912 foursquare house constructed of rock-faced concrete block (857 
West 1800 North). Another notable building surveyed is located east of I-15 on Hill Air Force Base (6233 Aspen 
Avenue). It is a large, two-story brick building constructed in 1942 as a locomotive repair facility, which is still 
in use today.
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Table 4-8 Architectural Resources Eligible for the NRHP in APE

Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style NRHP Criterion

1633 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1953 Early Ranch (General) A

1551 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1963 Ranch/Rambler (General) A

1521 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1940 Early Ranch (General) A

1517 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1918 Bungalow A

1457 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1922 Classical Other A

1387 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1910 Prairie School A, C

1286 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1905 20th Century Other A

1274 West 1800 
North, Clinton

1952 Late 20th Century Other A

1132 West 1800 
North, Clinton

c. 1930
Bungalow Clipped-Gable 

Cottage
A

857 West 1800 North, 
Clinton

1912 Bungalow A, C
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style NRHP Criterion

647 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

1960 Early Ranch (General) A

597 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

1960 Ranch/Rambler (General) A

571 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

1942 Minimal Traditional A

568 W 1800 North, 
Clinton

c. 1900  
1957

20th Century Other A

429 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1956 Ranch/Rambler (General) A

388 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1951 Early Ranch (General) A

1786 North 350 West, 
Sunset

1954 Early Ranch (General) A

1794 North 350 West, 
Sunset

1954 Early Ranch (General) A

1783 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional A

1793 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional A

1782 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional A
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style NRHP Criterion

1792 North 300 West, 
Sunset

1953 Minimal Traditional A

282 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

c. 1920 Bungalow A

268 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

c. 1955 Early Ranch (General) A

261 West 1800 North,
Sunset

1952 Minimal Traditional A

1767 North 250 West,
Sunset

1955 Early Ranch (General) A

237 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1942 Minimal Traditional A

213 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1950 Minimal Traditional A

175 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1962 Ranch/Rambler (General) A

170 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

c. 1965 Late 20th Century Other A

106 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1943 Early Ranch (General) A

85 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1965 Late 20th Century Other A
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style NRHP Criterion

1827 North 75 West, 
Sunset

1943 Early Ranch (General) A

1812 North 75 West, 
Sunset

1943 Early Ranch (General) A

48 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1948 Minimal Traditional A

34 West 1800 North, 
Sunset

1948 Minimal Traditional A

1871 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1900  
c. 1920

Classical Other A

1851 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1950 Late 20th Century Other A

1747 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1945 Minimal Traditional A

1741 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1945 Minimal Traditional A

1713 North Main, 
Sunset

c. 1940 Minimal Traditional A

1703 North Main, 
Sunset

1941 Minimal Traditional A

6255 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

1942 Modern: Other A
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Address Photo of Structure
Date 
(ca.)

Building Style NRHP Criterion

6253 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

c. 1945 20th Century Other A

6251 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

c. 1960 20th Century Other A

6233 Aspen Avenue, 
Hill Air Force Base

1942 Modern: Other A

22 West 650 North, 
Clearfield 

c. 1950
Post WW II: Other/      20th 

Century Commercial
A

585 North Main 
Clearfield

c. 1940 Minimal Traditional A

567 North Main 
Clearfield

1953 Minimal Traditional A

85 West North Villa Dr. 
Clearfield

1944 Minimal Traditional A

83 West North Villa Dr. 
Clearfield

1944 Minimal Traditional A
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4 . 4  A N A LY S I S  O F  I M P A C T  T O  S E C T I O N  4 ( F )  P R O P E R T I E S  A N D 
D E T E R M I N A T I O N  O F  “ U S E ”

This section evaluates what impacts, if any, are associated with Alternatives A through F on each of the resources 
identified in the previous section, and based on this analysis, determines whether a Section 4(f) “use” would 
occur as defined in 23 CFR 774.17.  A Section 4(f) use is defined in 23 CFR 774.17 as an impact that occurs:

•	 When land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility;
•	 When there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation 

purpose as determined by the criteria in § 774.13(d); or
•	 When there is a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property as determined by the criteria in § 774.15.

According to 23 CFR 774.5(a), a constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate 
land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. 
Substantial impairment occurs only when the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property are 
substantially diminished.

In August of 2005, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) was enacted as Public Law 109-59.  Section 6009(a) of SAFETEA-LU amended the existing Section 
4(f) legislation to simplify the processing and approval of projects that have only minor (de minimis) impacts on 
resources protected by Section 4(f).  According to Section 6009 of SAFETEA-LU, the requirements of Section 
4(f) will be considered satisfied with respect to a Section 4(f) resource if it is determined that a transportation 
project will have only a de minimis impact on the Section 4(f) resource.

According to 23 CFR 774.17: 

•	 For historic sites, de minimis impact means that the Administration has determined, in accordance with 
36 CFR part 800 that no historic property is affected by the project or that the project will have ‘‘no 
adverse effect’’ on the historic property in question.

•	 For parks, recreation area, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact is one that will not 
adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 
4(f).

According to 23 CFR 774.5, prior to making de minimis impact determinations under § 774.3(b), the following 
coordination shall be undertaken:  

For historic properties:

•	 The consulting parties identified in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 must be consulted; and
•	 The Administration must receive written concurrence from the pertinent State Historic Preservation 

Officer (SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and from the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) if participating in the consultation process, in a finding of ‘‘no adverse effect’’ or 
‘‘no historic properties affected’’ in accordance with 36 CFR part 800. The Administration shall inform 
these officials of its intent to make a de minimis impact determination based on their concurrence in the 
finding of ‘‘no adverse effect’’ or ‘‘no historic properties affected (see June 12, 2007 letter in Chapter 7).’’

•	 Public notice and comment beyond that required by 36 CFR part 800 is not required.
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For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges:

•	 Public notice and an opportunity for public review and comment concerning the effects on the 
protected activities, features, or attributes of the property must be provided. This requirement can be 
satisfied in conjunction with other public involvement procedures, such as a comment period provided 
on a NEPA document.

•	 The Administration shall inform the official(s) with jurisdiction of its intent to make a de minimis impact 
finding. Following an opportunity for public review and comment as described in paragraph (b)(2)(i) of 
this section, the official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource must concur in writing that 
the project will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible 
for Section 4(f) protection. This concurrence may be combined with other comments on the project 
provided by the official(s).

4.4.1 PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS
Table 4-9 and the Chapter 4 Figures in Volume 2 show the Section 4(f) “use”, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, for 
the recreational resources in the study area for Alternatives A through F (see Section 2.2.3 for a description of 
Alternatives A through F).

Table 4-9 Section 4(f) Use for Recreational Resources

Resource Alternative
Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

Powerline Park A through F
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening 1800 North would require a 19-ft strip acquisition 
(0.07-acres) or 0.6% of the park property

•	 One tree would be removed
•	 Approximately 24-ft of the trail associated with the park 

would be removed
•	 Approximately 160-ft of the fence on the north side of the 

park would be relocated or replaced
•	 Alternatives A through F would not adversely affect the 

features, attributes, or activities qualifying the park for 
protection under Section 4(f)

(See Sheet 2 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)

Powerline Trail A through F
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Approximately 24-ft of the trail would be removed
•	 Alternatives A through F would not adversely affect the 

features, attributes, or activities qualifying the park for 
protection under Section 4(f)

(See Sheet 2 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)

Veteran’s Park A through F
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening 1800 North would require an 18-ft strip acquisition 
(0.08-acres) or 0.7% of the park property (vacant area 
between the parking lot and 1800 North)

•	 Alternatives A through F would not adversely affect the 
features, attributes, or activities qualifying the park for 
protection under Section 4(f)

(See Sheet 4 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)

Denver and Rio Grande 
Western Rail Trail

A through F
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening the intersection at 1000 West/1800 North would 
impact 60-ft of the existing trail 

•	 Alternatives A through F would not adversely affect the 
features, attributes, or activities qualifying the trail for 
protection under Section 4(f)

(See Sheet 4 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)
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Resource Alternative
Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

Shady Grove Park A through F
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening 1800 North would require a 6.2-ft strip acquisition 
(0.03-acres) or 2.5% of the park property

•	 Approximately 10-ft of the walking path that circles the park 
would be removed

•	 Three trees and one landscape pocket would be removed
•	 Alternatives A through F would not adversely affect the 

features, attributes, or activities qualifying the park for 
protection under Section 4(f)

(See Sheet 4 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)

Central Park

A through C No Use ---

D
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening 1800 North to the south would require an 80-ft 
strip acquisition (0.60-acres)

•	 Eight trees would be removed
•	 The Central Park sign would need to be relocated
•	 One lighting pole would need to be relocated
•	 Alternative D would not adversely affect the features, 

attributes, or activities qualifying the park for protection 
under Section 4(f). The standard distance for a softball 
diamond (home plate to fence) is 250-ft. The distance from 
home plate to Alternative D would be approximately 300-ft.

(See Sheet 19 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)

E
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening 1800 North to the south would require an 80-ft 
strip acquisition (0.60-acres)

•	 Eight trees would be removed
•	 The Central Park sign would need to be relocated
•	 One lighting pole would need to be relocated
•	 Alternative E would not adversely affect the features, 

attributes, or activities qualifying the park for protection 
under Section 4(f). The standard distance for a softball 
diamond (home plate to fence) is 250-ft. The distance from 
home plate to Alternative E would be approximately 300-ft.

(See Sheet 23 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)

F
De Minimis 

Impact

•	 Widening 1800 North to the south would require an 80-ft 
strip acquisition (0.68-acres)

•	 Eight trees would be removed
•	 The Central Park sign would need to be relocated
•	 One lighting pole would need to be relocated
•	 Alternative F would not adversely affect the features, 

attributes, or activities qualifying the park for protection 
under Section 4(f). The standard distance for a softball 
diamond (home plate to fence) is 250-ft. The distance from 
home plate to Alternative F would be approximately 300-ft.

(See Sheet 27 of Section 4(f) Use Figures in Volume 2)
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4.4.2 HISTORIC PROPERTIES
The study team made Section 4(f) “use” determinations, in accordance with Section 106 and Section 4(f) 
guidelines, based on the following definitions:

•	 A finding of “de minimis impact” was made when an alternative resulted in a finding of No Adverse 
Effect under Section 106.

•	 A finding of “greater than de minimis impact” was made when an alternative resulted in a finding of 
Adverse Effect under Section 106.

•	 A finding of “no use” was made when an alternative avoided any direct physical impact on a Section 
4(f) property and there would be no constructive or temporary occupancy.

Archaeological Resources
Table 4-10 and the Chapter 4 Figures in Volume 2 show the Section 4(f) “use”, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, 
for the archaeological Section 4(f) resources in the study area for Alternatives A through F (see Section 2.2.3 for 
a description of Alternatives A through F).

Table 4-10 Section 4(f) Use for Archaeological Sites

Site Number Site Name Alternative
Section 4(f) 

Use
Description of Use

42DV86
Denver & Rio 

Grande Western 
Railroad

A through F No Use
The segment of the historic property within 
the APE is a non-contributing segment to the 
historic property’s overall eligibility.

42DV87
Union Pacific 

Railroad
A through F No Use

The historic property would not be impacted 
by the undertaking. The proposed grade-
separated railroad crossing would go over the 
historic property.

42DV120
Davis & Weber 
Counties Canal

A
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
re-aligning or piping 3,230-ft of the canal.

B
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
re-aligning or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

C
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
re-aligning or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

D
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
re-aligning or piping 3,225-ft of the canal.

E
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
re-aligning or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

F
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
re-aligning or piping 3,215-ft of the canal.

42DV161 Bamberger Railroad

A and D
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
removing 7,070-ft of the rail line.

B and E
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
removing 2,670-ft of the rail line.

C and F
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Construction of the interchange would require 
removing 2,475-ft of the rail line.

42DV350 Bamberger Railroad A through F No Use
The segments of the historic property within 
the APE is a non-contributing segment to the 
historic property’s overall eligibility.

42WB487
Davis & Weber 
Counties Canal

A through F No Use

The historic property would not be impacted 
by the undertaking. There are no proposed 
improvements at the historic property’s 
location.
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 Architectural Resources
Table 4-11 and the Chapter 4 Figures in Volume 2 show the Section 4(f) “use”, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, 
for the architectural Section 4(f) resources in the study area (see Section 2.2.3 for a description of Alternatives 
A through F).

Table 4-11 Section 4(f) Use for Architectural Resources

Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

1633 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
an 18-ft strip acquisition from the 
front of this south-side historic 
property (0.08-acres). The historic 
structure would not be removed.

1551 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

1521 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 1-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.0009-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

1517 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 1-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.001-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

1457 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

1387 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 9-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.04-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

1286 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 10-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this north-side historic property 
(0.02-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

1274 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
an 8-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this north-side historic property 
(0.01-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

1132 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 1-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this north-side historic property 
(0.002-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

857 West 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

647 W 1800 
North, Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 5-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.01-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

597 W 1800 
North, 
Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 6-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.009-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

571 W 1800 
North, 
Clinton

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 6-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.009-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

568 W 1800 
North, 
Clinton

A through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of frontage roads for the 
railroad overpass would directly impact 
this north-side historic structure. The 
historic structure would be removed.

429 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of frontage roads for the 
railroad overpass would directly impact 
this south-side historic structure. The 
historic structure would be removed.

388 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of the embankment 
for the railroad overpass would 
eliminate access to this north-side 
historic property.

1786 North 350 
West, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

1794 North 350 
West, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of frontage roads for the 
railroad overpass would directly impact 
this south-side historic structure. The 
historic structure would be removed.

1783 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

D through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would 
require a small amount of right-
of-way acquisition from the corner 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.0004-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

1793 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North and the 
construction of a frontage road would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

1782 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

1792 North 300 
West, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

D through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

282 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 2-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this north-side historic property 
(0.0008-acres).

268 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

261 West 1800 
North,
Sunset

A through C
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The widening of the 250 West/1800 
North intersection would require a 
4-ft strip acquisition from the side 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.01-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

D through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

1767 North 250 
West,
Sunset

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The widening of the 250 West/1800 
North intersection would require a 
5-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this historic property (0.006-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

237 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The widening of the 250 West/1800 
North intersection would require a 
13-ft strip acquisition from the side 
of this south-side historic property 
(0.05-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

D through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

213 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

D through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

175 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

D through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

170 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

106 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

85 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

D through F Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this south-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

1827 North 75 
West, Sunset

A through C
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
a 3-ft strip acquisition from the side 
of this north-side historic property 
(0.007-acres). The historic structure 
would not be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

1812 North 75 
West, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

48 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

34 West 1800 
North, Sunset

A through C Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The widening of 1800 North would 
directly impact this north-side historic 
structure. The historic structure would 
be removed.

D through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

1871 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The widening of the 1800 North/Main 
Street intersection would require a 
3-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this historic property (0.004-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1851 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The widening of the 1800 North/Main 
Street intersection would require a 
6-ft strip acquisition from the front 
of this historic property (0.008-acres). 
The historic structure would not be 
removed.

1747 North 
Main, Sunset

A through E
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

Widening 1800 North would require 
right-of-way acquisition from the 
corner of this south-side historic 
property (0.06-acres).

1741 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

1713 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

1703 North 
Main, Sunset

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

6255 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact 
this structure. The historic structure 
would be removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly 
impact the structure. However, the 
interchange alternative would require 
the relocation of the Army Rail Shop 
(6233 Aspen Avenue) and the historic 
structure would lose its context.

C and F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres 
of right-of-way. The historic structure 
would not be removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

6253 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact 
this structure. The historic structure 
would be removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly 
impact the structure. However, the 
interchange alternative would require 
the relocation of the Army Rail Shop 
(6233 Aspen Avenue) and the historic 
structure would lose its context.

C and F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres 
of right-of-way. The historic structure 
would not be removed.

6251 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact 
this structure. The historic structure 
would be removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly 
impact the structure. However, the 
interchange alternative would require 
the relocation of the Army Rail Shop 
(6233 Aspen Avenue) and the historic 
structure would lose its context.

C and F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres 
of right-of-way. The historic structure 
would not be removed.

6233 Aspen 
Avenue, Hill Air 

Force Base

A and D Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 5A would directly impact 
this structure. The historic structure 
would be removed.

B and E Adverse Effect

Greater 
than De 
Minimis 
Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8A would not directly 
impact the structure. However, the 
interchange alternative would not 
allow the Army Rail Shop to function 
and would require the relocation of 
the operation. If the Army Rail Shop is 
no longer functional, it would likely be 
demolished.

C and F
No Adverse 

Effect
De Minimis 

Impact

The construction of Interchange 
Alternative 8D would require 8-acres 
of right-of-way. The historic structure 
would not be removed.
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Address Photo of Structure Alternative
Effect 

Determination 
(Section 106)

Section 
4(f) Use

Description of Use

22 West 650 
North, Clearfield 

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

585 North Main 
Clearfield

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

567 North Main 
Clearfield

A through F
No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

85 West 
North Villa Dr. 

Clearfield
A through F

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

83 West 
North Villa Dr. 

Clearfield
A through F

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected

No Use ---

Summary
Table 4-12 shows a summary of the Section 4(f) uses on historic properties for each alternative.

Table 4-12 Summary of Section 4(f) Uses on Historic Properties

Alternative

Number of Section 4(f) Uses

No Use
De Minimis 

Impact
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

A 21 16 18

B 21 16 18

C 21 20 14

D 23 15 17

E 23 15 17

F 22 20 13
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4 . 5  A V O I D A N C E  A L T E R N A T I V E S
4.5.1 ALTERNATIVES TO AVOID ALL SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES
According to 23 CFR 774.17:

(1) A feasible and prudent avoidance alternative avoids using Section 4(f) property and does not cause 
other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting 
the Section 4(f) property. In assessing the importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property, it is 
appropriate to consider the relative value of the resource to the preservation purpose of the statute.

(2) An alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment.

(3) An alternative is not prudent if:
(i) It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project 
in light of its stated purpose and need;
(ii) It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems;
(iii) After reasonable mitigation, it still causes:

(A) Severe social, economic, or environmental impacts;
(B) Severe disruption to established communities;
(C) Severe disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations; or
(D) Severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other Federal statutes;

(iv) It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an extraordinary 
magnitude;
(v) It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or
(vi) It involves multiple factors in paragraphs (3)(i) through (3)(v) of this definition, that while 
individually minor, cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.

No-action Alternative
The No-action Alternative would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties, but would not meet the purpose and 
need for the project as it would not reduce congestion on the 1800 North study corridor, it would not improve 
mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor, and it would not improve safety and operational 
characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor. Therefore, the No-action Alternative is not considered prudent 
because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of 
its stated purpose and need.

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative
The TSM Alternative would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties, but would not meet the purpose and 
need for the project as it would not reduce congestion on the 1800 North study corridor, it would not improve 
mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor, and it would not improve safety and operational 
characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor. Therefore, the TSM Alternative is not considered prudent 
because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of 
its stated purpose and need.

Transit Alternative
The Transit Alternative would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties, but would not meet the purpose and 
need for the project as it would not reduce congestion on the 1800 North study corridor, it would not improve 
mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor, and it would not improve safety and operational 
characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor. Therefore, the Transit Alternative is not considered prudent 
because it compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of 
its stated purpose and need.

Alternative 1
Alternative 1 would not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties in the study area. Therefore, Alternative 1 is not 
a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. In addition, Alternative 1 would not meet the purpose and need for the 
project as it would not improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor.
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Alternative 2
Alternative 2 would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties along the 1800 North study corridor, but it would 
not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties on 2300 North and 1300 North. Therefore, Alternative 2 is not 
a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. In addition, Alternative 2 would not meet the purpose and need for the 
project as it would not improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor.

Alternative 3
Alternative 3 would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties along the 1800 North study corridor, but it would 
not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties on 5600 South and 800 North. Therefore, Alternative 3 is not a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. In addition, Alternative 3 would not meet the purpose and need for the 
project as it would not improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor.

Alternative 4
Alternative 4 would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties along the 1800 North study corridor, but it would 
not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties on 2000 West and Main Street. Therefore, Alternative 4 is not a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. In addition, Alternative 4 would not meet the purpose and need for the 
project as it would not improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor.

Alternative 5
Alternative 5 would not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties in the study area. Therefore, Alternative 5 is not 
a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. 

Because Alternative 5 met the purpose and need for the project, the study team developed several design 
alternatives for each element of Alternative 5 (adding capacity to 1800 North, adding a grade-separated 
crossing on 1800 North, and building a new interchange at or near 1800 North). These design alternatives 
were analyzed to determine if they avoided the use of Section 4(f) resources.

Alternative 5: Add Capacity to 1800 North Alternatives
•	 Centerline Widening – The Centerline Widening Alternative would have a greater than de minimis 

use to 27 architectural Section 4(f) properties. Therefore, the Centerline Widening Alternative is not a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Widen to the North – The Widen to the North Alternative would have a greater than de minimis 
use to 17 architectural Section 4(f) properties. Therefore, the Widen to the North Alternative is not a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Widen to the South – The Widen to the South Alternative would have a greater than de minimis 
use to 23 architectural Section 4(f) properties. Therefore, the Widen to the South Alternative is not a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Minimization Alignment 1 – Through the use of minimization measures there would be no greater 
than de minimis uses  between 2000 West and 600 West; however, Minimization Alignment 1 would 
have a greater than de minimis use to 12 architectural Section 4(f) properties between 600 West and 
I-15. Therefore, Minimization Alignment 1 is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Minimization Alignment 2 – Through the use of minimization measures there would be no greater 
than de minimis uses  between 2000 West and 600 West; however, Minimization Alignment 2 would 
have a greater than de minimis use to 11 architectural Section 4(f) properties between 600 West and 
I-15. Therefore, Minimization Alignment 2 is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

Alternative 5: 1800 North RR Grade-Separation Alternatives
•	 Elevate RR Over 1800 North – The Elevate RR Over 1800 North Alternative would require grade 

adjustments at the RR crossings on 1300 North and 2300 North and would have a use to  one 
architectural Section 4(f) property at 482 West 2300 North. In addition, the Union Pacific Railroad is a 
Section 4(f) property. Elevating the Union Pacific Railroad would cause a de minimis use to this Section 
4(f) property. Therefore, the Elevate RR Over 1800 North Alternative is not a Section 4(f) avoidance 
alternative.

•	 Lower RR Under 1800 North – The Lower RR Under 1800 North Alternative would require grade 
adjustments at the RR crossings on 1300 North and 2300 North and would have a use to one 
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architectural Section 4(f) property at 482 West 2300 North. In addition, the Union Pacific Railroad is a 
Section 4(f) property. Lowering the Union Pacific Railroad would cause a de minimis use to this Section 
4(f) property. Therefore, the Elevate RR Over 1800 North Alternative is not a Section 4(f) avoidance 
alternative.

•	 1800 North Under RR – The 1800 North Under RR Alternative would not have a use to architectural 
Section 4(f) properties at the RR crossings on 1300 North and 2300 North and would not impact the 
Union Pacific Railroad. Therefore, the 1800 North Under RR Alternative avoids Section 4(f) resources. 
However, this alternative is not considered prudent because it involves multiple factors, that while 
individually minor, cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude. These 
factors include:

•	 After reasonable mitigation it still causes social, economic, or environmental impacts and it 
disrupts an established community: Construction of the 1800 North Under RR Alternative 
would require two separate bypass tracks (one for the Union Pacific Railroad and one for 
UTA). The bypass tracks would run parallel to the existing rail corridor. (A detailed impact 
analysis of alternatives with bypass tracks was performed only for the Change Elevation of 
both 1800 North and RR Alternative because this alternative represents the best-case scenario. 
This scenario would require the shortest bypass tracks and would cause the fewest impacts to 
existing development adjacent to the tracks. All other alternatives that would require bypass 
tracks, including the 1800 North Under RR Alternative, would require longer bypass tracks 
and would, therefore, have greater impacts.) The project team analyzed two alternatives for 
the bypass tracks. One alternative would utilize fill slopes, and the other alternative would 
construct retaining walls. The alternative that would utilize fill slopes would cause greater than 
the 34 residential relocations identified in the baseline condition. The alternative that would 
utilize retaining wall would cause greater than the 18 residential relocations identified in the 
baseline condition.

•	 It results in safety or operational problems: The hydrogeology report indicated a groundwater 
depth between 0 and 10 feet below ground surface in this area. Clearance under the railroad 
bridge would be at least 17 feet. This shallow groundwater presents substantial long-term 
maintenance drainage issues for the track section. An active pumping system or a combination 
of waterproofing with a backup pumping system would be required. Additionally, construction 
of this alternative would require two separate bypass tracks, as discussed above. The 
construction of the bypass tracks would result in a very wide crossing area during construction. 
This wider crossing (between the two bypass tracks) would result in a reduction of crossing 
safety for the duration of construction, as compared to an alternative that would not require 
bypass tracks. Also, 1800 North would likely need to be closed while the depressed section is 
under construction.

•	 It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs: The 1800 North 
Under RR Alternative would result in additional construction costs because it would require 
building two bypass tracks. Additionally, this alternative would have additional maintenance 
or operational costs as a result of long-term maintenance drainage issues which would require 
an active pumping system or a combination of waterproofing with a backup pumping system.

•	 1800 North Over RR – The 1800 North Over RR Alternative would not have a use to architectural 
Section 4(f) properties at the RR crossings on 1300 North and 2300 North and would not impact the 
Union Pacific Railroad. Therefore, the 1800 North Over RR Alternative avoids Section 4(f) resources.

•	 Change Elevation of both 1800 North and RR – Changing the grade of the Union Pacific Railroad 
would cause a de minimis use to this Section 4(f) property.  Therefore, the Change Elevation of both 
1800 North and RR Alternative is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

Alternative 5: 1800 North Interchange Alternatives
The following 1800 North Interchange Alternatives met the purpose and need for the project. All other 
1800 North Interchange Alternatives evaluated as part of this EIS did not meet the purpose and need for the 
project; therefore, they are not considered prudent because they compromise the project to a degree that is 
unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its stated purpose and need.
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•	 Interchange Alternative 4A – Interchange Alternative 4A would have a greater than de minimis 
impact to 30 to 40 architectural Section 4(f) properties on 250 West and would have a greater than de 
minimis impact to the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and Bamberger Railroad. Therefore, Interchange 
Alternative 4A is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Interchange Alternative 5A – Interchange Alternative 5A would have a greater than de minimis 
impact to four architectural Section 4(f) properties (Army Rail Shop) and would have a greater than de 
minimis impact to the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and Bamberger Railroad. Therefore, Interchange 
Alternative 5A is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Interchange Alternative 5B – Interchange Alternative 5B would have a greater than de minimis 
impact to eight architectural Section 4(f) properties on Main Street and would have a greater than de 
minimis impact to the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and Bamberger Railroad. Therefore, Interchange 
Alternative 5B is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8A – Interchange Alternative 8A would have a greater than de minimis 
impact to four architectural Section 4(f) properties (Army Rail Shop) and would have a greater than de 
minimis impact to the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and Bamberger Railroad. Therefore, Interchange 
Alternative 8A is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Interchange Alternative 8D – Interchange Alternative 8D would have a de minimis impact to four 
architectural Section 4(f) properties (Army Rail Shop) and would have a greater than de minimis impact 
to the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and Bamberger Railroad. Therefore, Interchange Alternative 8D 
is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

•	 Interchange Alternative 15 – Interchange Alternative 15 would have a greater than de minimis 
impact to eight architectural Section 4(f) properties on Main Street and would have a greater than de 
minimis impact to the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and Bamberger Railroad. Therefore, Interchange 
Alternative 15 is not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative.

Alternative 6
Alternative 6 would avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties along the 1800 North study corridor, but it would 
not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties on 2300 North and 1300 North. Therefore, Alternative 6 is not 
a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. In addition, Alternative 6 would not meet the purpose and need for the 
project as it would not reduce congestion on the 1800 North study corridor and it would not improve mobility 
and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor.

Alternative 7
Alternative 7 would not avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties in the study area. Therefore, Alternative 7 is 
not a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative. In addition, as per the Level 2: Purpose and Need (Interchange Traffic 
Operations) Screening, Alternative 7 would not meet the purpose and need for the project as it would not 
improve mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor.

Conclusion
There are 51 architectural historic properties adjacent to the 1800 North corridor on both the north and south 
side of the road. Alternative 5 Minimization Alignments 1 and 2 were designed to avoid Section 4(f) resources; 
however, because there are historic properties on each side of the road, any roadway widening along 1800 
North would impact historic properties. No reasonable alternative avoids all historic properties. Therefore, there 
is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative.

4.5.2 ALTERNATIVES TO AVOID INDIVIDUAL SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES 
As indicated above, the only alternative that was not eliminated from further consideration for failure to 
meet the purpose and need was Alternative 5. The study team developed several design alternatives for each 
element of Alternative 5 (adding capacity to 1800 North, adding a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 
North, and building a new interchange at or near 1800 North). These design alternatives were combined into 
six configurations, Alternatives A through F (see Section 2.2.3 for a description of Alternatives A through F). 
Individual Section 4(f) resources that would have a greater than de minimis impact as a result of Alternatives A 
through F was analyzed to see what measure, if any, could be taken to avoid a greater than de minimis impact. 
A discussion of avoidance for individual historic properties is provided below.
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568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
1800 North Alternatives A through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the north, constructing a railroad overpass, and constructing a frontage 
road to provide access to neighborhoods. A south alignment shift of 
approximately 90-ft would be required to avoid this historic property.  Even 
with the elimination of all extraneous features of the typical section, the 
south alignment shift would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since 
it would require the additional removal of the historic structures at 647 West 
1800 North (Clinton), 597 West 1800 North (Clinton), and 571 West 1800 
North (Clinton).
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Figure 4-4 Avoidance Alternative for 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)

429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
1800 North Alternatives A through F would include widening 1800 North, 
constructing a railroad overpass, and constructing a frontage road in this 
location. A north alignment shift of approximately 40-ft would be required 
to avoid this historic property.  Even with the elimination of all extraneous 
features of the typical section, the north alignment shift would not be a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the additional 
removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset), 268 
West 1800 North (Sunset), and 170 West 1800 North (Sunset).
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Figure 4-5 Avoidance Alternative for 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
1800 North Alternatives A through F would include widening 1800 North and 
constructing a railroad overpass. The alternatives would not directly impact 
the historic structure; however, the 1800 North railroad overpass would not 
allow for an access to this historic property and would require the relocation 
of the historic structure. To provide access to 388 West 1800 North (Sunset) a 
frontage road would need to be provided and 1800 North would need to be 
shifted south approximately 60-ft. Even with the elimination of all extraneous 
features of the typical section, this south alignment shift would not be a 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the additional removal 
of the historic structures at 647 West 1800 North (Sunset), 597 West 1800 North (Sunset), 571 West 1800 
North (Sunset), 1786 North 350 West (Sunset), and 1783 North 300 West (Sunset).

Figure 4-6 Avoidance Alternative for 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
1800 North Alternatives A through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south, constructing a railroad overpass, and constructing a frontage 
road in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 40-ft to 60-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset) 
and 268 West 1800 North (Sunset). In addition, it would require the removal 
of the LDS church building.

Figure 4-7 Avoidance Alternative for 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
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1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
1800 North Alternatives A through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south, constructing a railroad overpass, and constructing a frontage 
road in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 40-ft to 60-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property.  Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset) 
and 268 West 1800 North (Sunset). In addition, it would require the removal 
of the LDS church building.

Figure 4-8 Avoidance Alternative for 1793 North 350 West (Sunset)
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1792 North 300 West (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a de minimis impact to this property.

Alternatives D through F
1800 North Alternatives D through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 40-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset) 
and 268 West 1800 North (Sunset).

Figure 4-9 Avoidance Alternative for 1792 North 300 West (Sunset)
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282 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 40-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the south alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require 
the additional removal of the historic structures at 1768 North 350 West 
(Sunset), 1783 North 300 West (Sunset), 1792 North 300 West (Sunset), 261 
West 1800 North (Sunset), 237 West 1800 North (Sunset), 213 West 1800 
North (Sunset), and 175 West 1800 North (Sunset).

Figure 4-10 Avoidance Alternative for 282 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a de minimis impact to this property.

268 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 40-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the south alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 1768 North 350 West (Sunset), 
1783 North 300 West (Sunset), 1792 North 300 West (Sunset), 261 West 
1800 North (Sunset), 237 West 1800 North (Sunset), 213 West 1800 North 
(Sunset), and 175 West 1800 North (Sunset).
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Figure 4-11 Avoidance Alternative for 268 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a No Use to this property.

261 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a de minimis impact to this property.

Alternatives D through F
1800 North Alternatives D through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 45-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset), 268 West 1800 North (Sunset), 
170 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 106 West 1800 North (Sunset).

Figure 4-12 Avoidance Alternative for 261 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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237 West 1800 North

237 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a de minimis impact to this property.

Alternatives D through F
1800 North Alternatives D through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 45-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset), 268 West 1800 North (Sunset), 
170 West 1800 North (Sunset), 106 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 1812 North 75 West (Sunset).
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Figure 4-13 Avoidance Alternative for 237 West 1800 North (Sunset)

213 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a No Use to this property.

Alternatives D through F
1800 North Alternatives D through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 45-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset), 268 West 1800 North (Sunset), 
170 West 1800 North (Sunset), 106 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 1812 North 75 West (Sunset).
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Figure 4-14 Avoidance Alternative for 213 West 1800 North (Sunset)

213 West 1800 North
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175 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a No Use to this property.

Alternatives D through F
1800 North Alternatives D through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 70-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structure at 282 West 1800 North (Sunset), 268 West 1800 North (Sunset), 
170 West 1800 North (Sunset), 106 West 1800 North (Sunset), 1812 North 75 West (Sunset), 48 West 1800 
North (Sunset), and 34 West 1800 North (Sunset).

Figure 4-15 Avoidance Alternative for 175 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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170 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 60-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the south alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require 
the additional removal of the historic structures at 1792 North 1800 North 
(Sunset), 261 West 1800 North (Sunset), 213 West 1800 North (Sunset), 175 
West 1800 North (Sunset), and 85 West 1800 North (Sunset).
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Figure 4-16 Avoidance Alternative for 170 West 1800 North (Sunset)

Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a de minimis impact to this property.

175 West 1800 North
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106 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 65-ft 
would be required to avoid a greater than de minimis impact to this historic 
property. Even with the elimination of all extraneous features of the typical 
section, the south alignment shift would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance 
alternative since it would require the removal of the historic structures at 261 
West 1800 North (Sunset), 237 West 1800 North (Sunset), 216 West 1800 
North (Sunset), 175 West 1800 North (Sunset) and 85 West 1800 North.

Figure 4-17 Avoidance Alternative for 106 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a de minimis impact to this property.

85 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a No Use to this property.

Alternatives D through F
1800 North Alternatives D through F would include widening 1800 North 
to the south in this location. A north alignment shift of approximately 80-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the north alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require 
the additional removal of the historic structures at 282 West 1800 North 
(Sunset), 268 West 1800 North (Sunset), 170 West 1800 North (Sunset), 106 West 1800 North (Sunset), 1812 
North 75 West (Sunset),  48 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 34 West 1800 North (Sunset).
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Figure 4-18 Avoidance Alternative for 85 West 1800 North (Sunset)

106 West 1800 North

85 West 1800 North
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1812 North 75 West (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 60-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the south alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require 
the additional removal of the historic structures at 237 West 1800 North 
(Sunset), 213 West 1800 North (Sunset), 175 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 
85 West 1800 North (Sunset).
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Figure 4-19 Avoidance Alternative for 1812 North 75 West (Sunset)

Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a de minimis impact to this property.

48 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 55-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the south alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
additional removal of the historic structures at 237 West 1800 North (Sunset), 
213 West 1800 North (Sunset), 175 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 85 West 
1800 North (Sunset).
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Figure 4-20 Avoidance Alternative for 48 West 1800 North (Sunset)

Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a de minimis impact to this property.

1812 North 75 West

48 West 1800 North
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34 West 1800 North (Sunset)
Alternatives A through C
1800 North Alternatives A through C would include widening 1800 North 
to the north in this location. A south alignment shift of approximately 55-ft 
would be required to avoid this historic property. Even with the elimination 
of all extraneous features of the typical section, the south alignment shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require 
the additional removal of the historic structures at 237 West 1800 North 
(Sunset), 213 West 1800 North (Sunset), 175 West 1800 North (Sunset), and 
85 West 1800 North (Sunset).

Figure 4-21 Avoidance Alternative for 34 West 1800 North (Sunset)
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Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a de minimis impact to this property.

6255, 6253, 6251, and 6233 North Aspen Avenue,  (Hill Air Force Base)
Alternatives A and D
1800 North Alternatives A and D would construct 
Interchange Alternative 5A, which would build an 
interchange on I-15 at 1800 North and would shift I-15 
east to provide adequate separation between Main Street 
and the I-15 ramps. This alternative would cause a greater 
than de minimis impact to the historic properties at 6255, 
6253, 6251,and 6233 North Aspen Avenue on Hill Air 
Force Base. To avoid a greater than de minimis impact to 
these historic properties, Interchange Alternative 8D would 
need to be constructed.

Alternatives B and E
1800 North Alternatives B and E would construct Interchange 
Alternative 8A, which would build an interchange on I-15 
at 1800 North and would provide flyover ramps to the east 
side of I-15. This alternative would cause a greater than de 
minimis impact to the historic properties at 6255, 6253, 
6251,and 6233 North Aspen Avenue on Hill Air Force Base. To avoid a greater than de minimis impact to these 
historic properties, Interchange Alternative 8D would need to be constructed.

Alternatives C and F
Alternatives C and F would have a de minimis impact to these properties.

6255 N Aspen Ave.

6253 N Aspen Ave.

6251 N Aspen Ave.

6233 N Aspen Ave.

34 West 1800 North
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Davis & Weber Counties Canal (42DV120)
Alternatives A through F
1800 North Alternatives A and F would construct varying configurations of 
an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North (see Section 2.2.3 for a description of 
Alternatives A through F). Constructing the interchange alternatives would 
require re-aligning or piping between 3,215-ft and 3,230-ft of the canal and 
would cause a greater than de minimis impact to the Davis & Weber Counties 
Canal (42DV120). To avoid a greater than de minimis impact to the canal, 
the interchange alternatives would need to be shifted several hundred feet to 
the west causing impacts to several residences and businesses. The west shift 
would not be a Section 4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the 
removal of several historic structures on 1800 North and Main Street.

Bamberger Railroad
Alternatives A and F 
1800 North Alternatives A and F would construct varying configurations of 
an interchange on I-15 at 1800 North (see Section 2.2.3 for a description of 
Alternatives A through F). Constructing the interchange alternatives would 
require removing between 2,475-ft and 7,070-ft of the rail line and would 
cause a greater than de minimis impact to the Bamberger Railroad. To avoid 
a greater than de minimis impact to the railroad, the interchange alternatives 
would need to be shifted several hundred feet to the west causing impacts 
to several residences and businesses. The west shift would not be a Section 
4(f) avoidance alternative since it would require the removal of several historic 
structures on 1800 North and Main Street.

4 . 6  L E A S T  O V E R A L L  H A R M  A N A LY S I S
Since there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative that would avoid all Section 4(f) resources, then 
FHWA may approve, from among the remaining alternatives that use Section 4(f) property, only the alternative 
that causes the least overall harm. As indicated above, the only alternative that was not eliminated from 
further consideration for failure to meet the purpose and need was Alternative 5. Several design alternatives 
were developed for each element of Alternative 5 (adding capacity to 1800 North, adding a grade-separated 
crossing on 1800 North, and building a new interchange at or near 1800 North). These design alternatives 
were combined into six configurations, Alternatives A through F (see Table 4-13). These six alternatives will be 
evaluated in the least overall harm analysis.

Table 4-13 1800 North Alternatives

1800  North Alternative Adding Capacity to 1800 
North

New Interchange at 1800 
North

Grade-Separated 
Railroad Crossing

1800 North Alternative A Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 5A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative B Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 8A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative C Minimization Alignment 1 Interchange Alternative 8D 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative D Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 5A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative E Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 8A 1800 North over RR

1800 North Alternative F Minimization Alignment 2 Interchange Alternative 8D 1800 North over RR

Davis & Weber Counties Canal

Bamberger Railroad 



C H A P T E R  4  S E C T I O N  4 ( F )  E V A L U A T I O N                                                       4 - 4 9

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

According to 23 CFR 774.3, the alternative with the least overall harm is determined by balancing the following 
factors:

•	 The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any measures that result 
in benefits to the property);

•	 The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, attributes, or 
features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection;

•	 The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property;
•	 The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property;
•	 The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project;
•	 After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected by 

Section 4(f); and
•	 Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives

4.6.1 LEAST OVERALL HARM ANALYSIS
In this Least Harm Analysis each of the factors listed above were evaluated for each alternative.

Ability to Mitigate Adverse Impacts to Each Section 4(f) Property
Alternatives A through F would have greater than de minimis impacts to Section 4(f) properties. Mitigation 
measures would be outlined in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).

Conclusion
The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property would be the same for all six alternatives.

The Relative Severity of the Remaining Harm, after Mitigation, to the Protected Activities,  
Attributes, or Features that Qualify Each Section 4(f) Property for Protection
The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to each Section 4(f) property was determined by 
finding out if a historic property would require demolition, or if the historic property, through mitigation, could 
remain intact.

Alternative A
Alternative A would require the demolition of 18 historic properties:

•	 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
•	 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
•	 1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 282 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 268 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 170 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 106 West 1800 North (Sunset)

•	 1812 North 75 West (Sunset)
•	 48 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 34 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 6255 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6253 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6251 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6233 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 3,230-ft of the Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 7,070-ft of the Bamberger Railroad

Alternative B
Alternative B would require the demolition of 18 historic properties:

•	 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
•	 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
•	 1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 282 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 268 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 170 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 106 West 1800 North (Sunset)

•	 1812 North 75 West (Sunset)
•	 48 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 34 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 6255 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6253 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6251 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6233 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 3,215-ft of the Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 2,670-ft of the Bamberger Railroad
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Alternative C
Alternative C would require the demolition of 14 historic properties:

•	 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
•	 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
•	 1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 282 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 268 West 1800 North (Sunset)

•	 170 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 106 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1812 North 75 West (Sunset)
•	 48 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 34 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 3,215-ft of the Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 2,475-ft of the Bamberger Railroad

Alternative D
Alternative D would require the demolition of 17 historic properties:

•	 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
•	 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
•	 1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 1792 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 261 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 237 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 213 West 1800 North (Sunset)

•	 175 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 85 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 6255 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6253 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6251 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6233 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 3,225-ft of the Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 7,070-ft of the Bamberger Railroad

Alternative E
Alternative E would require the demolition of 17 historic properties:

•	 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
•	 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
•	 1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 1792 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 261 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 237 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 213 West 1800 North (Sunset)

•	 175 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 85 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 6255 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6253 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6251 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 6233 North Aspen Avenue (Hill Air Force Base)
•	 3,215-ft of the Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 2,670-ft of the Bamberger Railroad

Alternative F
Alternative F would require the demolition of 13 historic properties:

•	 568 West 1800 North (Clinton)
•	 429 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 388 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 1794 North 350 West (Sunset)
•	 1793 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 1792 North 300 West (Sunset)
•	 261 West 1800 North (Sunset)

•	 237 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 213 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 175 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 85 West 1800 North (Sunset)
•	 3,215-ft of the Davis & Weber Counties Canal
•	 2,475-ft of the Bamberger Railroad

Conclusion
The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, would be similar for Alternatives A, B, D, and E. 
The severity of harm is less for Alternatives C and F because they would require the demolition of fewer historic 
structures. Mitigation measures do not reduce the severity of any alternatives since the mitigation is the same 
for all six alternatives.
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The Relative Significance of Each Section 4(f) Property
Hill Air Force Base Historic Properties
Four historic properties that are either associated with or in the vicinity of the Army Rail Shop on Hill Air Force 
Base (including the rail shop itself) are considered relatively significant. These properties include the rail shop 
(6233 North Aspen Avenue), the locomotive storage building (6255 North Aspen Avenue)  and a small brick 
building (6253 North Aspen Avenue), all constructed in the early 1940s. The first two are substantial brick 
structures designed to accommodate the repair of locomotives used by the U.S. Armed Forces; the historic use 
of the small structure is unknown. A wood frame building, located at 6251 North Aspen Avenue, is the fourth 
building. The locomotive repair and storage buildings are associated with a unique function on the base, and 
together they represent a collection of historic buildings on the westernmost edge of the base. 

Two archaeological properties located on or in the vicinity of Hill Air Force Base are also considered relatively 
significant. These properties include the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and the Bamberger Railroad. The Davis 
& Weber Counties Canal has made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of the history of northern 
Utah by enabling the development and growth of both the agricultural and industrial economies of the area. 
Furthermore, the site has been determined to retain integrity of location, feeling, association, and design.

The Bamberger Railroad was one of the first inter-urban lines in Utah and it is associated with Simon Bamberger 
(a locally important figure who contributed to the development of railroads in Utah). Additionally, the railroad 
functioned as a primary transport service during World War II. Because the Bamberger Railroad has been 
protected from urban development and industrial expansion (largely due to its location between I-15 and Hill 
Air Force Base), the site retains integrity of location, setting, feeling and association.

Alternatives A through F
Alternatives A through F would have a greater than de minimis impact to the two archaeological properties 
located on or in the vicinity of Hill Air Force Base: the Davis & Weber Counties Canal and the Bamberger 
Railroad. 

Alternatives A, B, D, and E
Alternatives A, B, D, and E would have a greater than de minimis impact to the relatively significant historic 
properties on Hill Air Force Base associated with the Army Rail Shop. 

Alternatives C and F
Alternatives C and F would have a de minimis impact to the relatively significant historic properties on Hill Air 
Force Base associated with the Army Rail Shop. 

1800 North Corridor Historic Properties
The vast majority of the architectural properties surveyed along the 1800 North corridor had primary structures 
that were built between 1935 and 1964 and were built as single-family residential dwellings. Some of the most 
notable buildings surveyed included two buildings from an earlier time period (1896-1915) and are in Clinton 
on 1800 North. They are the 1910 Prairie School style LDS meetinghouse constructed of brick (1387 West 
1800 North) and a 1912 foursquare house constructed of rock-faced concrete block (857 West 1800 North). 
Alternatives A through F avoid both of these relatively significant properties. 

Alternatives A through C
Alternatives A through C would have a greater than de minimis impact to 12 historic properties along the 1800 
North corridor. Between 2000 West and 300 West, Alternatives A through C would have a greater than de 
minimis impact to five properties. These properties would be impacted regardless of the shift to the north or 
to the south. They are all residential and although they differ in terms of massing and materials, all represent 
variants of post-war, 1950s, single-family residential design.

Between 300 West and Main Street, Alternatives A through C would shift to the north. Seven properties 
between 300 West and Main Street would suffer greater than de minimis impacts as a result of the north shift. 
One building is commercial but residential in scale; the remaining six are residential. They represent a broader 
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time period than the six dwellings that would be impacted at the greater than de minimis level if Alternatives 
D through F are implemented, and thus represent different forms and styles of residential architecture. The 
earliest home on the north side was constructed in 1920 when the area was predominantly agricultural. The 
most recent building is a commercial structure constructed in 1965, after the post-war subdivision boom in 
Sunset subsided. Other styles within the seven buildings on the north side of 1800 North include Minimal 
Traditional, Early Ranch, World War II-Era Cottage and Ranch.

Alternatives D through F
Alternatives D through F would have a greater than de minimis impact to 11 historic properties along the 1800 
North corridor. Between 2000 West and 300 West, the same five properties that would be impacted as a result 
of Alternatives A through C, would be impacted as a result of Alternatives D through F.

Between 300 West and Main Street, Alternatives D through F would shift to the south. Six properties between 
300 West and Main Street would suffer greater than de minimis impacts as a result of the south shift. The 
earliest of these structures was built in 1942 and includes a fruit stand at the rear of the property, reminiscent of 
the area’s agricultural past. Three of the residential buildings are almost identical in design as World War II-era 
Cottages, of which hundreds can be found in the nearby neighborhoods of Sunset and Clinton. This alternative 
would also have a greater than de minimis impact to Sunset’s City Hall, constructed in 1965 in a Ranch-style 
design.

Conclusion
As can be see in Table 4-14, Alternative F would cause the least amount of harm to relatively significant historic 
properties in the study area (it would have a de minimis impact to the relatively significant historic properties 
on Hill Air Force Base associated with the Army Rail Shop and it would not have a use to the seven buildings 
between 300 West and Main Street that represent different forms and styles of residential architecture).

Table 4-14 Impacts to Relatively Significant Section 4(f) Properties

Alternative
Historic Properties 
Associated with 
Army Rail Shop

Davis & Weber 
Counties Canal

Bamberger 
Railroad

1387 West 
1800 North

857 West 
1800 North

Seven properties 
between 300 West 

and Main Street 
(represent different 

forms and styles 
of residential 
architecture)

Alternative A
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

De Minimis 
Impact

No Use
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Alternative B
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

De Minimis 
Impact

No Use
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Alternative C
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

De Minimis 
Impact

No Use
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Alternative D
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

De Minimis 
Impact

No Use No Use

Alternative E
Greater than De 
Minimis Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

De Minimis 
Impact

No Use No Use

Alternative F
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

Greater than 
De Minimis 

Impact

De Minimis 
Impact

No Use No Use
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The Views of the Official(s) with Jurisdiction Over Each Section 4(f) Property
The official with jurisdiction, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), has concurred with the Determination 
of Eligibility and Finding of Effect (DOEFOE). Coordination between UDOT, FHWA, and SHPO is ongoing and 
SHPO has not expressed objections to the project. A MOA to resolve adverse effects to historic properties will 
be prepared and agreed upon and executed by Clinton, Sunset, FHWA, UDOT, and SHPO.

The Degree to which Each Alternative Meets the Purpose and Need for the Project
Alternatives A through F would meet the project purpose and need to the same degree.

After Reasonable Mitigation, Adverse Impacts to Resources Not Protected by Section 4(f)
Table 4-15 summarizes the impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f). Only those resources that would 
have differences in impacts between the alternatives were compared.

Table 4-15 Impacts to Resources, Before Mitigation, Not Protected by Section 4(f)

Alternative
# of 

Residential 
Relocations

# of 
Commercial 
Relocations

Economic Impact
Waters of the 

U.S. (Linear feet)

Alternative A 51 7

Would displace seven businesses in Sunset and would 
require approximately 2.1 acres of property from the 
north side of 1800 North between 300 West and Main 
Street. This property is currently zoned commercial about 
two parcels deep (200-ft). Selection of Alternative A in 
this area would require an 80-ft strip from these north-
side properties. Converting this property to roadway use 
would limit Sunset City’s ability to accommodate the 
planned commercial district along 1800 North without 
additional commercial zoning.

3,230-ft of Davis 
& Weber Canal

 Alternative B 51 7 Same economic impact as Alternative A.
3,215-ft of Davis 
& Weber Canal

Alternative C 51 6
Same economic impact as A, except Alternative C would 
not require the relocation of the Army Rail Shop.

3,215-ft of Davis 
& Weber Canal

Alternative D 42 4

Would displace four businesses in Sunset and would 
convert commercially zoned property on the south 
side of 1800 North to roadway use; however, the 
parcels are larger on the south side and Selection of 
Alternative D would likely not limit Sunset City’s ability 
to accommodate the planned commercial district.

3,225-ft of Davis 
& Weber Canal

Alternative E 42 4 Same economic impact as Alternative D.
3,215-ft of Davis 
& Weber Canal

Alternative F 42 3
Same economic impact as Alternative D, except 
Alternative F would not require the relocation of the 
Army Rail Shop.

3,215-ft of Davis 
& Weber Canal

Can Impacts be 
Mitigated?

Yes* Yes* Partial Yes

*Right-of-way acquisitions will occur in accordance with federal, state, and local relocation policies. The acquisition and 
relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Relocation resources will be available to each relocated residence without regard to race, 
color, national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq.). It was determined 
that since the residences and businesses relocated as a result of the Alternatives A through F would be compensated, and 
since there is no high degree of social cohesion in the neighborhoods affected, that Alternatives A through F would have 
nearly the same degree of adverse impacts associated with relocations after reasonable mitigation.
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Conclusion
After reasonable mitigation, the impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f) would be about the same 
for Alternatives A through F; however, Alternative F would have a lesser economic impact than Alternatives A 
through E because it would allow Sunset City to re-develop 1800 North as a commercial district and it would 
not require the relocation of the Army Rail Shop.

Substantial Differences in Costs Among the Alternatives
Table 4-16 shows the estimated costs for Alternatives A through F. The costs include construction, design, and 
right-of-way.

Table 4-16 Estimated Costs of Alternatives A through F

Alternative Cost

Alternative A $160 to $170 Million*

 Alternative B $180 to $190 Million*

Alternative C $130 to $140 Million

Alternative D $160 to $170 Million*

Alternative E $180 to $190 Million*

Alternative F $130 to $140 Million

*Cost includes the relocation of the Army Rail Shop.

Alternatives A, B, D, and E would require the relocation of the Army Rail Shop. Relocating this facility would 
require an additional cost of about $50 Million over Alternatives C and F.

Conclusion
According to 23 CFR 774.3, the alternative with the least overall harm is determined by balancing the factors 
discussed above. Alternative F was determined to be the alternative with the least overall harm for the following 
reasons:

•	 The Relative Severity of the Remaining Harm, after Mitigation: Alternative F would require the 
demolition of 13 Section 4(f) properties (other alternatives would require the demolition of 14 to 18 
Section 4(f) properties).

•	 The Relative Significance of Each Section 4(f) Property: Alternative F would not have a greater 
than de minimis impact to any relatively significant historic properties.

•	 After Reasonable Mitigation, Adverse Impacts to Resources Not Protected by Section 4(f): 
Alternative F would cause a lesser economic impact than Alternatives A through E.

•	 Substantial Difference in Cost Among the Alternatives: Alternative F would have a lower cost 
because it would not require the relocation of the $50 Million Army Rail Shop facility.

4 . 7  M E A S U R E S  T O  M I N I M I Z E  H A R M
4.7.1 PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS
Powerline Park

•	 Property acquisition will occur in accordance with federal, state, and local polities and will comply with 
the Uniformed Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended

•	 The tree to be removed by the alternatives will be replaced.
•	 The fence to be removed by the alternatives will be relocated or replaced
•	 Other landscape amenities adversely impacted by the alternatives will be restored (damaged turf sod, 

irrigation system, etc.)
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Powerline Trail
•	 The	connection	to	the	sidewalk	on	the	south	side	of	1800	North	will	be	maintained	

Veteran’s Park
•	 Property	acquisition	will	occur	in	accordance	with	federal,	state,	and	local	polities	and	will	comply	with	

the	Uniformed	Relocation	Assistance	and	Real	Property	Acquisition	Policies	Act	of	1970,	as	amended
•	 Other	landscape	amenities	adversely	impacted	by	the	alternatives	will	be	restored	(damaged	turf	sod,	

irrigation	system,	etc.)

Denver and Rio Grande Western Rail Trail
•	 Property	acquisition	will	occur	in	accordance	with	federal,	state,	and	local	polities	and	will	comply	with	

the	Uniformed	Relocation	Assistance	and	Real	Property	Acquisition	Policies	Act	of	1970,	as	amended
•	 The	existing	connections	to	the	sidewalks	on	the	north	and	south	sides	of	1800	North	will	be	maintained
•	 The	trail	will	remain	open	during	construction,	or	a	bypass	route	will	be	provided

Shady Grove Park
•	 Property	acquisition	will	occur	in	accordance	with	federal,	state,	and	local	polities	and	will	comply	with	

the	Uniformed	Relocation	Assistance	and	Real	Property	Acquisition	Policies	Act	of	1970,	as	amended
•	 The	trees	and	landscape	pocket	to	be	removed	by	the	alternatives	will	be	replaced
•	 Other	landscape	amenities	adversely	impacted	by	the	alternatives	will	be	restored	(damaged	turf	sod,	

irrigation	system,	etc.)

Central Park
•	 Property	acquisition	will	occur	in	accordance	with	federal,	state,	and	local	polities	and	will	comply	with	

the	Uniformed	Relocation	Assistance	and	Real	Property	Acquisition	Policies	Act	of	1970,	as	amended
•	 The	trees	to	be	removed	by	Alternatives	D	through	F	will	be	replaced.
•	 The	Central	Park	Sign	and	the	lighting	pole	to	be	removed	by	Alternatives	D	through	F	will	be	relocated	

or	replaced
•	 Other	landscape	amenities	adversely	impacted	by	the	alternatives	will	be	restored	(damaged	turf	sod,	

irrigation	system,	etc.)

4.7.2 HISTORIC PROPERTIES
Architectural Resources
Design Measures
The	following	design	and	construction	measures	were	considered	through	project	development	and	the	analysis	
of	avoidance	alternatives.

•	 Reduced right-of-way	–	Alternatives	A	through	F	implemented	a	110-ft	typical	section.	The	study	
team	evaluated	a	narrower	typical	section	(90-ft),	but	the	impacts	to	Section	4(f)	resources	remained	
the	same.	Between	2000	West	and	500	West	(three	quarters	of	the	corridor),	only	one	Section	4(f)	
resource	was	determined	to	have		a	greater	than	de minimis	impact	for	Alternatives	A	through	F.	This	
greater	 than	de minimis	 impact	occurs	as	a	 result	of	 the	 frontage	 road	at	 the	 railroad	overpass.	A	
90-ft	typical	section	would	still	require	a	frontage	road,	and	would	impact	this	Section	4(f)	resource.	
Between	500	West	and	Main	Street	the	current	roadway	section	is	very	narrow	and	there	are	several	
historic	properties	on	each	 side	of	 the	 road.	Any	 roadway	widening,	whether	 it	 is	90-ft	or	110-ft,	
would	impact	the	same	historic	properties	on	the	north	or	the	south.

•	 Steeper cut and fill slopes	 –	 Steeper	 cut	 and	 fill	 slopes	 did	 not	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 Section	 4(f)	
resources.

•	 Retaining walls	–	The	railroad	overpass	implemented	retaining	wall,	instead	of	fill	slopes,	to	reduce	
impacts	to	Section	4(f)	resources.

•	 Minor alignment shifts	–	Minor	alignment	shifts	were	utilized	throughout	the	corridor	to	minimize	
impacts	to	Section	4(f)	resources.
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Mitigation and Memorandum of Agreement
A MOA to resolve adverse effect to historic properties will be prepared and agreed upon and executed by 
Clinton, Sunset, FHWA, UDOT, and SHPO (see Chapter 7). The ACHP was notified on October 10, 2012 of the 
project’s adverse effect to historic properties. UDOT requested that the ACHP determine whether it wishes to 
enter the consultation process and participate in the MOA (see Chapter 7). The ACHP responded on November 
8, 2012 by stating that they did not believe that their participation in the consultation to resolve adverse effects 
is needed (see Chapter 7).

4 . 8  C O O R D I N A T I O N
4.8.1 PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS
Based on the impacts and measures to minimize harm described above, UDOT and FHWA have preliminarily 
determined that effects of Alternative A through F on Powerline Park, Powerline Park Trail, Veteran’s Park, 
the Denver & Rio Grande Western Rail Trail, Shady Grove Park, and Central Park do not “adversely affect the 
activities, features, and attributes” of the resources and result in a de minimis impact finding.

Clinton City (which has jurisdiction over Powerline Park, Powerline Park Trail, Denver & Rio Grande Western 
Rail Trail, and Shady Grove Park), the Davis County School District (which has jurisdiction over the impacted 
portion of Veteran’s Park), and Sunset City (which has jurisdiction over Central Park) are planning on concurring 
with UDOT’s assessment that implementation of Alternatives A through F, including measures to minimize 
harm, would not have an adverse effect on the activities, features, or attributes of these resources, after an 
opportunity for public review and comment is provided.

An opportunity for public review and comment on the proposed impacts and measures to minimize harm to 
Powerline Park, Powerline Park Trail, Veteran’s Park, the Denver and Rio Grande Western Rail Trail, Shady Grove 
Park, and Central Park will be provided at the Public Hearing for the project.

4.8.2 HISTORIC PROPERTIES
SHPO has concurred with the DOEFOE, which was prepared by FHWA, through UDOT (see Chapter 7). 
Coordination between UDOT, FHWA, and SHPO is ongoing. A MOA to resolve adverse effects to historic 
properties will be prepared and agreed upon and executed by Clinton, Sunset, FHWA, UDOT, and SHPO. 
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The following individuals and organizations have contributed to the creation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS):

Name Project Role Educational Background
Years of 

Experience

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 

Edward Woolford Lead Agency
B.A., Environmental Studies
B.A., Geography

13

Paul C. Ziman Lead Agency B.S., Civil Engineering 27

Utah Department of Transportation 

Chris Lizotte Region Environmental Manager
B.A. Anthropology/History
M.A., Antrhopology

22

Brandon Weston Environmental Oversight B.A., Landscape Architecture 15

Elizabeth Giraud Architectural Historian
B.A., Business Administration
M.A., Historic Preservation and 
Planning

23

Brett Slater Project Manager B.S., Civil Engineering 13

James Beers Regional NEPA/NHPA Specialist
M.A., Anthropology (with 
Archaeology emphasis)

14

Paul West
Wildlife and Threatened/Endangered 
Species

B.S., Range Science and Wildlife 
Biology

33

Horrocks Engineers

Stan Jorgensen Consultant Project Manager
B.S., Civil Engineering
M.S., Civil Engineering

20

Justin Beddoes Roadway Design B.S., Civil Engineering 15

Brian Jones Roadway Design B.S., Civil Engineering 7

Nicole Tolley Environmental Analysis B.S., Civil Engineering 10

Ryan Pitts Environmental Analysis 
B.S., Horticulture
M.L.A., Landscape Architecture

8

Judy Imlay Environmental Analysis
B.A., Political Science
J.D., Law

16

Jayson Cluff Traffic Analysis B.S., Civil Engineering 14

Michael Seely Traffic Analysis
B.S., Civil Engineering
M.S., Civil Engineering

16

Sandi Lampshire Public Involvement B.A., Mass Communications 17

Nancy Calkins Architectural Historian B.S., Botany 24

Tom Allen
Environmental Analysis
Quality Control

B.S., Civil Engineering 40
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Name Project Role Educational Background
Years of 

Experience

CH2M Hill

Brian Michels Environmental Analysis B.S., Civil Engineering 16

Mandy Whorton Environmental Analysis
Masters, Environmental Management
B.A., Political Science

18

Aaron Fergusson Archaeology

Rocky Mountain Social Science

Richard Krannich Sociologist Ph.D, Sociology 29



C H A P T E R  6  L I S T  O F  A G E N C I E S ,  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S ,  A N D  P E R S O N S                      6 - 1

Dawn Roberts
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activities
EIS Filing Section
(filed through e-NEPA)

Suzanne Bohan
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, Colorado 80202-1129

Willie R. Taylor, Director
U.S. Department of Interior
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Main Interior Building, MS 2342
1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Reid Nelson, Director Federal programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Owen Lindauer
Federal Highway Administration
HEPE-1, Room 3232-M
400 7th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20590

Lance Hanf
FHWA Western Resource Center
201 Mission Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, California 94105-1838

Paul Ziman
Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118-1847

Larry Crist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Utah Field Office
2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50
West Valley City, Utah 84119-7603

C H A P T E R  6 :  L I S T  O F  A G E N C I E S , 
O R G A N I Z A T I O N S ,  A N D  P E R S O N S  T O  W H O M 
C O P I E S  O F  T H E  S T A T E M E N T  W E R E  S E N T

Jason Gipson
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
533 West 2600 South Suite 150
Bountiful, Utah 84010
Samuel A. Johnson
Environmental Impact Analysis Process Manager
75th CEG/CEVP
7274 Wardleigh Road
Hill Air Force Base, Utah 84056-5237

Lynn Vinzant
Clinton City
1750 West 1700 North
Clinton, Utah 84015

Norm Noyes
Sunset City
200 West 1300 North
Sunset, Utah 84015

Kathleen Clarke
Resource Development Coordinating Committee 
E-210 State Capitol Complex
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
(will distribute copies of the Draft EIS to all appropriate 
state agencies)

Ron Richins, Acting Executive Director
Military Installation Development Authority
450 Simmons Way # 400
Kaysville, Utah 84037-6722

Roger T. Smith
Chief Engineer DCS G4
TACOM LCMC 
Warren, Michigan 48397

Ken Ingram
Aniston Army Depot
7 Frankford Avenue, Building 48
Aniston, Alabama 36201-4199

G.J. LaBonty
Utah Transit Authority
669 West 200 South
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
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Wayne Bennion
Wasatch Front Regional Council
295 North Jimmy Doolittle Road
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116

Linda Gehrke
Regional Administrator for Region 8
Federal Transit Administration
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 310
Lakewood, Colorado 80228-2583
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Chapter 7 summarizes the coordination efforts with agencies and the public throughout the environmental 
documentation process, with special emphasis on compliance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), and is organized as follows:  

•	 SAFETEA-LU:	This section provides a brief overview of the SAFETEA-LU legislation and its application 
to the environmental documentation process.

•	 Public	and	Agency	Coordination:		This section includes descriptions of key meetings with participating 
agencies, the Community Sounding Board (CSB), and with the public in general.

•	 Written	Comments	and/or	Responses	Received	from	Interested	Agencies:		This section details 
the correspondence letters and e-mails from participating and cooperating agencies.

7.1.1	SAFETEA-LU
SAFETEA-LU was enacted into law in 2005 and was designed to streamline the environmental documentation 
process and facilitate cooperation between federal, state, and local agencies and the public. As early as 
practicable, the lead agency (or joint lead agencies) for a project is required to identify federal and non-federal 
agencies that may have an interest in the project and invite them to be a Participating Agency, as defined by 
SAFETEA-LU.    

According to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies and the public must be involved in developing 
the Purpose and Need for Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) and the range of potential alternatives. 
Participating agencies are also involved in determining the methodologies to be used in the environmental 
analysis and the level of detail to which each alternative should be developed. The lead agency is required to 
prepare a plan for coordinating the public and agency participation in the project. The Public Involvement Plan 
was made available for review by participating agencies and the public and updated as needed.

•	 Lead	 Agencies: The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) are the joint lead agencies for the project and were responsible for developing 
potential alternatives.  

•	 Cooperating	Agencies:	Cooperating agencies are federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or that 
have special expertise regarding the evaluation of the project. Agencies that accepted cooperating 
agency status are listed below:

•	 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USCOE)
•	 U.S. Air Force
•	 U.S. Army

•	 Participating	Agencies:	 In accordance with SAFETEA-LU, 23 USC § 139 and other applicable laws, 
UDOT and FHWA extended invitations to several agencies and government entities. Participating 
agencies are federal and non-federal agencies that may have an interest in the project. Agencies that 
accepted participating agency status are listed below.

•	 Clinton City
•	 Sunset City
•	 Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
•	 Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
•	 Military Installation Development Authority (MIDA)
•	 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
•	 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
•	 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
•	 Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
•	 U.S. Air Force
•	 U.S. Army

C H A P T E R  7 :  C O M M E N T S  A N D  C O O R D I N A T I O N
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Scoping	and	Purpose	and	Need
In accordance with Section 6002 paragraph 139(f)1 of SAFETEA-LU, the development of the Purpose and Need 
included the involvement of lead agencies, participating agencies, and the general public.

The lead agencies used several methods to obtain input for the project Purpose and Need. They initiated 
purpose and need development by sending agency scoping letters soliciting specific concerns within the study 
area, and gathered input regarding the project purpose and transportation needs in the area during an agency/
public scoping meeting held on November 30, 2010. The study hotline and the website also afforded the public 
the opportunity to provide comments (see Chapter 7 for a summary of agency and public comments).

Development	of	Range	of	Alternatives
In accordance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU), cooperating and participating agencies of the 1800 North EIS had the opportunity to provide 
input on the initial range of alternatives as well as the screening criteria. The following agencies responded (see 
Chapter 7 for a summary of the comments):

•	 Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
•	 Anniston Army Depot
•	 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
•	 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
•	 Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC)
•	 Sunset City

Input from cooperating and participating agencies did not result in additional alternatives or major modifications 
to existing alternatives.

The project team sent postcards in March 2011 to the public requesting input on the initial range of alternatives. 
Nineteen people sent feedback (see Chapter 7 for a summary of the comments). In addition, the project team 
held a public meeting on August 4, 2011 to discuss the initial range of alternatives, the screening process, 
and conceptual layouts of build alternatives. At this meeting the public had opportunity to review maps of 
alternatives and provide comment and input. More than 155 people attended the meeting and more than 36 
people provided comments. Input consisted of questions and concerns from the public, but the comments did 
not result in additional alternatives or major modifications to existing alternatives. The project team used all 
comments regarding alternatives to evaluate and refine the range of alternatives.

7 . 2  P U B L I C  A N D  A G E N C Y  C O O R D I N A T I O N
7.2.1	PUBLIC	INVOLVEMENT	PLAN
A Public Involvement Plan was prepared in connection with this EIS. The Public Involvement Plan set forth 
the method and frequency of which communications with the participating agencies and the public would 
occur. The public involvement plan was updated as needed during the EIS process. Public involvement activities 
included:  

•	 A project website maintained through UDOT at www.udot.utah.gov/1800north that contained project 
information and updates on upcoming meetings and provided methods of contacting the project team  

•	 Newsletters, flyers, press releases, post cards, and other public notices
•	 A Project Information Line set up with a recorded message that was updated regularly 
•	 A mailing list assembled containing the contact information (i.e., regular and/or e-mail addresses) for 

residents and businesses within the study area; federal, state, and local officials; and those who had 
expressed an interest in participating in the EIS

•	 Public meetings and meetings with participating agencies
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7.2.2	COMMUNITY	REVIEW	BOARD
A Community Review Board (CRB) was developed as part of the 1800 North EIS to conduct research, provide 
information, and disseminate information. The CRB consisted of interested community members that 
represented various stakeholder groups including residents, businesses, property owners, and neighborhoods. 

7.2.3	COORDINATION	MEETINGS
The following is a list of meetings held between November 30, 2010 and November 27, 2012 as part of the 
coordination process for the 1800 North EIS:

•	 November 30, 2010: Agency Scoping Meeting
•	 November	30,	2010:	First	Public	Meeting	(Scoping/Purpose	and	Need)
•	 December 8, 2010: Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Coordination Meeting
•	 December 13, 2010: MIDA Coordination Meeting
•	 December 14, 2010: WFRC Coordination Meeting
•	 February 16, 2011: Community Review Board Meeting
•	 March 8, 2011: Anniston Army Depot Coordination Meeting
•	 July 15, 2011: Anniston Army Depot Coordination Meeting
•	 July 22, 2011: Meeting with UTA and WFRC
•	 July 27, 2011: Community Review Board Meeting
•	 August	4,	2011:	Second	Public	Meeting	(Alternatives)
•	 August 30, 2011: Meeting with Hill Air Force Base
•	 September 20, 2011: Meeting with Sunset City Council
•	 December 6, 2011: Meeting with MIDA
•	 January 26, 2012: Meeting with U.S. Army
•	 February 16, 2012: Community Review Board Meeting
•	 February 28, 2012: Meeting with the Clinton City Council
•	 March 1, 2012: Meeting with the Davis School District
•	 March 6, 2012: Meeting with Sunset City Mayor
•	 March 23, 2012: Meeting with UTA
•	 March 27, 2012: Meeting with Sunset City
•	 March 27, 2012: Meeting with Clinton City
•	 April 25, 2012: Meeting with Davis Chamber of Commerce, Transportation Committee
•	 May 25, 2012: Meeting with Sunset City
•	 May 30, 2012: Meeting with Davis Chamber of Commerce, Transportation Committee
•	 August 29, 2012: Meeting with Sunset City
•	 September 4, 2012: Meeting with Sunset City Fire Chief
•	 September 18, 2012 Meeting with Sunset City Council
•	 September 25, 2012: Meeting with the Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA)
•	 November 27, 2012: Meeting with Clinton City Council

November	30,	2010:	Agency	Scoping	Meeting
The agency scoping meeting was held at Sunset City Hall and attended by representatives from FHWA, UDOT,  
Clinton City, Sunset City, Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC), Utah Transit Authority (UTA), Hill Air Force 
Base, Horrocks Engineers, and CH2M Hill. The purpose of this meeting was to present an overview of the 
project, including project history, scope, and schedule, and to allow agencies to identify any potential resources, 
concerns, requirements, or recommendations they had relating to the 1800 North EIS. Some of the items 
discussed included:

Clinton	City
•	 Traffic backs up because of the railroad crossing
•	 Concerned about providing cross-street access on 1800 North and allowing pedestrians to cross 1800 

North at trail crossings.
•	 Concerned about the two water tanks on the east side of I-15
•	 Concerned about utilities
•	 Concerned about providing access to side streets
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Sunset	City
•	 Concerned that 1800 North will divide Sunset City and separate the community
•	 Concerned with pedestrian accessibility and safety on 1800 North and Main Street
•	 Concerned about overflow traffic on Main Street and other adjacent streets
•	 Public works building/Fire Department could be affected
•	 Currently have issues getting fire truck in and out of the fire station because of traffic congestion
•	 Wants to make sure the project team is coordinating with the canal company
•	 Concerned about providing access to side streets at a possible grade-separation at the railroad crossing
•	 Concerned about utilities and infrastructure

UTA
•	 Wants to make sure the project team will coordinate with Union Pacific
•	 UTA owns the right-of-way for the Legacy Trail
•	 The UPRR contact from UTA is Steve Meyer

WFRC
•	 Interchanges at 5600 South and 650 North have safety and traffic operation concerns

November	30,	2010:	First	Public	Meeting	(Scoping/Purpose	and	Need)
This meeting was held at Sunset City Hall from 5:00 to 7:00 PM and was attended by more than 51 individuals.  
Five other individuals joined a chat discussion through an online meeting. Information was presented in an 
open house style, with information boards displayed to provide an overview of the project and the purpose and 
need. About nine written comments were received. A summary of the major issues addressed in the comments 
include:

•	 Need for pedestrian and bicycle facilities to improve safety and access to schools and churches on 1800 
North

•	 Student pedestrian facilities and crossings are not all safe (i.e. 250 West)
•	 A grade-separation at rail road crossing needs to be considered to improve safety and minimize 

backups and delays
•	 More public transportation options could help the transportation needs in the area
•	 Concerns regarding the protection of wells used for culinary water, water lines under I-15, and the 

Clinton City water tank directly adjacent to 1800 North
•	 North-south connectivity is important if 1800 North is widened (i.e. 550 West, 810 West, 950 West, 

trail crossing)
•	 Green space and aesthetics need to be addressed
•	 The Falcon Hill Development will add traffic to the 650 North and 5600 South interchanges
•	 Need to evaluate improvements to existing facilities before expanding 1800 North

December	8,	2010:	Enhanced	Use	Lease	(EUL)	Coordination	Meeting
A meeting was held at Hill Air Force Base with representatives from Hill Air Force Base, UDOT, Horrocks Engineers, 
and CH2M Hill. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Falcon Hill Development and its relationship to 
the proposed project, as well as to coordinate with Hill Air Force Base in regards to their level of involvement 
with the proposed project and to identify those parties with interest in the Falcon Hill Development that would 
also need to be included in coordination efforts.

December	13,	2010	MIDA:	Coordination	Meeting
This meeting was held at Horrocks Engineers with representatives from MIDA and Horrocks Engineers. The 
purpose of the meeting was to allow MIDA to identify any potential resources, concerns, requirements, or 
recommendations they had relating to the 1800 North EIS, and for the project team to learn more about the 
role of MIDA in the Falcon Hill Enhanced Use Lease Development. 
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December	14,	2010:	WFRC	Coordination	Meeting
This meeting was held at WFRC with representatives from WFRC and Horrocks Engineers. The purpose of 
the meeting was to discuss the project Purpose and Need with WFRC and to learn more about the Regional 
Transportation Plan.

February	16,	2011:	Community	Review	Board	Meeting
This meeting was held at Clinton Elementary School with members of the Community Review Board (CRB) and 
representatives from UODT and Horrocks Engineers.  Discussion items included:

•	 Purpose of the CRB
•	 Project overview
•	 NEPA Process
•	 Purpose and Need
•	 November 30, 2010 Public Scoping Meeting

March	8,	2011:	Anniston	Army	Depot	Coordination	Meeting
This meeting was held at Horrocks Engineers with representatives from the Anniston Army Depot and Horrocks 
Engineers. The purpose of the meeting was to allow the Anniston Army Depot to identify any potential 
resources, concerns, requirements, or recommendations they had relating to the 1800 North EIS. The Army is 
concerned about potential impacts the project may have on the railroad depot located on Hill Air Force Base.

July	15,	2011:	Anniston	Army	Depot	Coordination	Meeting
This meeting was held at Horrocks Engineers with representatives from the Anniston Army Depot and the 
U.S. Air Force (as well as consultants working on behalf of both) and Horrocks Engineers. The purpose of this 
meeting was to provide updates on the current alternatives under consideration for the proposed project so as 
to enable the Army and the Air Force to coordinate their efforts with the project team.

July	22,	2011:	Meeting	with	UTA	and	WFRC
This meeting occurred at the Ogden UTA office and included representatives from both UTA and WFRC regarding 
the planned transit routes for the study area. The WFRC 2040 RTP Phase 2 (2021-2030) shows a north-south 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route running east of I-15 from approximately 6000 South to a transit center near 650 
North near the Hill Air Force Base West Gate along the existing railroad roadbed (which is currently the subject 
of discussions between UTA and UPRR).  This BRT route would required a 16.5 foot clearance for any structure 
that would cross over the intended route.  However, UTA wishes to leave open the possibility of a Light Rail 
Transit (LRT) line instead (should this prove to be a better option in the future), which would require a 23.5 foot 
clearance.

July	27,	2011:	Community	Review	Board	Meeting
This meeting was held at Clinton Elementary School with members of the Community Review Board (CRB) and 
representatives from UODT and Horrocks Engineers. Discussion items included:

•	 Roadway alternatives for 1800 North (including alternatives for the railroad crossing and I-15 
interchange) and potential changes in access to Hill Air Force Base under the proposed alternatives

•	 Social Impacts survey recently conducted by Richard Krannich

August	4,	2011:	Second	Public	Meeting	(Alternatives)
This meeting was held at Sunset City Hall from 5:00 to 7:00 PM and was attended by approximately 155 
individuals. Three other individuals joined a chat discussion through an online meeting and there were 
approximately 1,276 unique hits on the project website in the week preceding the open house.

Public input was also solicited prior to the meeting through the distribution of post cards requesting input on 
the range of alternatives. Some of the comments received from this effort included:
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•	 Alternative 5 would best meet the transportation needs
•	 A combination of the proposed alternatives should be considered
•	 An interchange at 1800 North is necessary to improve traffic flow
•	 Concerns were expressed about potential impacts to homes along 1800 North
•	 Concerns were expressed about potential impacts from a railroad overpass
•	 Concerns were expressed about impacts to open spaces and parks
•	 Concerns were expressed about the safety of school children

At the Public Meeting, the potential alternatives currently under consideration for the proposed project were 
presented for the public to review, as well as the screening process for the range of alternatives that were 
reviewed for their ability to meet the purpose and need for the project. Information was presented in an open 
house style, with information boards displayed to provide an overview of the project and the purpose and need. 
The two alternatives that were shown as being advanced for further study were Alternative 5 and Alternative 
7, along with various alternatives for the horizontal alignments for widening of 1800 North, for the railroad 
crossing, and for a proposed new interchange on I-15. Public input was solicited in regards to both alternatives 
and all of the alternatives that remained under consideration.   

About 36 written comments were received:

•	 The response was strongly and overwhelming against Option 4A, which redirects Main Street to 250 
West.  People described this alternative as “ludicrous”, “ridiculous”, and the “worst idea ever.”

•	 Alternative 5 received a great deal of support. Only one other alternative was specifically supported by 
respondents (Alternative 7).

•	 Regarding whether the roadway should be widened to the north, south, or center-widened, the 
alternative of center widening had the most support.

•	 Responses were fairly evenly divided regarding park strips; however, most people do not want raised 
medians because they don’t want to sacrifice the ability to turn left.

•	 Several people expressed desire for continuous sidewalks and dedicated bike lanes along the corridor. 
•	 Strong concern was expressed for the safety of students from the three schools in the study area.
•	 Concern was also expressed about limiting the ability of elderly homeowners in the study area to either 

re-sell their homes or enter assisted living centers as a result of the study.
•	 Some expressed a desire for a traffic signal at the intersection of 1800 North and 250 West.

The project website was updated to reflect the input obtained at the Public Meeting and the online meeting 
presentation was posted to the UDOT YouTube channel.

August	17,	2011:	Meeting	with	State	Historic	Preservation	Officer	(SHPO)
This meeting was attended by representatives from UDOT and Horrocks Engineers. The purpose of the meeting 
was to consult with SHPO on the Area of Potential Effects (APE).

August	30,	2011:	Meeting	with	Hill	Air	Force	Base
This meeting was held at Hill Air Force Base and was attended by representatives from FHWA, UDOT, Hill Air 
Force Base, and Horrocks Engineers. The purpose of this meeting was to update Hill Air Force Base on the 
progress of the project, including the purpose and need, alternatives screening and interchange alternatives, 
and environmental resources that may be impacted by the project.

September	20,	2011:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City	Council
This meeting was the regular City Council meeting and was held at the Sunset City Hall. In addition to the 
regular City Council meeting agenda items, a presentation in regards to the progress of the proposed project 
was presented by representatives of UDOT and Horrocks Engineers. The presentation included: the Purpose 
and Need for the project, global alternatives and alternatives screening methodology and results, and potential 
interchange options for 1800 North, 5600 South and 650 North.
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The Sunset City Council expressed their interest in Alternative 5, Interchange Alternative 5, as being the 
best suited alternative with the least impact and the potential for future commercial development, but also 
expressed concerns about residents who are unable to sell their properties due to the pending project, the 
potential relocation of the fire station and potential costs for said relocation, whether the project would include 
roundabouts or traffic circles, and the potential installation of traffic lights on 1800 North prior to the project.  
Issues discussed also included the potential for upgrading existing utilities during construction.

December	6,	2011:	Meeting	with	MIDA
The purpose of this meeting was to update MIDA on the progress of the project, including the purpose and 
need, alternatives screening and interchange alternatives, and environmental resources that may be impacted 
by the project.

January	26,	2012:	Meeting	with	U.S.	Army
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss 1800 North Interchange Alternative 8D and was attended by 
representatives from UDOT, the Aniston Army Depot, the Tooele Army Rail Shop, and FHWA. Questions had 
been raised about the potential operation of Interchange Alternative 8D since the rail shop will remain at its 
current location for at least another four years and then it will be decided as to whether the rail shop will be 
relocated. The EIS will carry multiple interchange alternatives, including alternatives that would impact the rail 
shop and that would avoid the rail shop. Interchange Alternative 8D would avoid the rail shop and concerns 
were expressed on how the proposed location of the ramps would affect the switching operation on the south 
end of the rail shop and the location of the security fence. These concerns were addressed as follows:

•	 Interchange Alternative 8D has been further refined to lessen the potential impact to the rail shop.
•	 Interchange Alternative 8D would need to include improvements to address concerns about switching 

operations.
•	 Interchange Alternative 8D may require the relocation of a warehouse on the south end of the rail 

facility, which could easily be relocated to the north end of the facility.
•	 Yard tracks on the west side of the rail shop could be severed south of the proposed ramps and an 

access road provided between the transfer table and the proposed ramp. Interchange Alternative 8D 
would allow for enough room to accommodate this access road.

•	 A security fence could be accommodated on the south end of the rail shop.

Based upon the modifications described, the Army representatives agreed that Interchange Alternative 8D was 
a good solution that would allow for the continued operation of the rail shop while it remains at its current 
location.

February	16,	2012:	Community	Review	Board	Meeting
This meeting was held at Clinton Elementary School with members of the CRB and representatives from UDOT 
and Horrocks Engineers. Discussion items included:

•	 1800 North widening alternatives and screening summary
•	 1800 North railroad grade-separation alternatives and screening summary
•	 1800 North interchange alternatives and screening summary
•	 Next steps

February	28,	2012:	Meeting	with	the	Clinton	City	Council
This meeting was held at the office of Clinton City. The purpose of this meeting was to update Clinton City 
on the progress of the project and to gather any input that Clinton City wished to give. The presentation set 
forth the alternatives considered and the screening process in which the various alternatives were analyzed for 
impacts to Section 4(f) resources and potential residential and commercial relocations. The screening indicates 
that Minimization Alignment A (widen to the north between 250 West and Main Street) and Minimization 
Alignment B (widen to the south between 250 West and Main Street) are recommended for further analysis, 
while the Centerline Widening, Widen to the North and Widen to the South alignments were not recommended 
due to higher Section 4(f) impacts and/or relocations that would occur. The City Council expressed concerns 
regarding the potential impacts to its citizens due to relocations and impacts to property values, as well as 



C H A P T E R  7  C O M M E N T S  A N D  C O O R D I N A T I O N                                                7 - 8

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

impacts to the business district and landscaping along the corridor.
March	1,	2012:	Meeting	with	the	Davis	School	District
This meeting was held at the Davis County School District offices.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss 
the potential issues and concerns regarding school bus access to Clinton Elementary and to go over potential 
alternatives to address these issues and concerns.

March	6,	2012:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City	Mayor
This meeting was held at the office of Sunset City.  The purpose of this meeting was to update Sunset City on 
the progress of the project and to gather any input that the mayor wished to give.

March	23,	2012:	Meeting	with	UTA
This meeting was held at the UTA office. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss potential transit-related 
issues and concerns in regards to the proposed 1800 North Interchange and the Falcon Hill/MIDA development 
plans. Discussions included the need for an integrated transit plan for the area, types of transit services that 
could be provided (i.e., BRT, TRAX, etc.), and the possibility of a separate right-of-way for transit routes between 
650 North and 5600 South. A separate right-of-way could alleviate the concerns regarding signal timing, 
queueing and other safety issues. 

March	27,	2012:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City
This meeting was held at the Sunset City office. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss potential economic 
impacts that would result from the proposed project. Discussions included an overview of the economic and 
developmental conditions in the City, whether the project would support or discourage economic development  
and/or attract business, and which alternatives would be more compatible with the City’s future plans.

March	27,	2012:	Meeting	with	Clinton	City
This meeting was held at the Clinton City office. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss potential economic 
impacts that would result from the proposed project. Discussions included an overview of the economic and 
developmental conditions in the City, whether the project would support or discourage economic development  
and/or attract business, and which alternatives would be more compatible with the City’s future plans.

April	25,	2012:	Meeting	with	Davis	Chamber	of	Commerce,	Transportation	Committee
This meeting was held at the Davis Chamber of Commerce office. The purpose of this meeting was to provide 
information on the 1800 North EIS to the transportation committee.

May	25,	2012:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City
This meeting was held at the Sunset City office. The purpose of this meeting was to provide city officials with an 
update as to the progress of the project. The City expressed concerns about the operation of the maintenance 
building under the proposed alternatives.

May	30,	2012:	Meeting	with	Davis	Chamber	of	Commerce,	Transportation	Committee
This meeting was held at the Davis Chamber of Commerce office. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss 
potential funding sources for projects in Davis County, including the 1800 North project.

August	29,	2012:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City
This meeting was held at the Sunset City office. The purpose of this meeting was to provide city officials with 
an update as to the progress of the project, to discuss options for the operations of the maintenance building 
under the proposed alternatives and to discuss potential impacts to the businesses, residences, and the fire 
station along 1800 North.

September	4,	2012:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City	Fire	Chief
This meeting was held at the Sunset City office. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss potential impacts 
to the fire station under the proposed alternatives.
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September	18,	2012:	Meeting	with	Sunset	City	Council
The meeting was held at the Sunset City Office with the Sunset City Council during a work session. The purpose 
of this meeting was to update the council on the progress of the project and to discuss potential impacts to 
businesses, residences, the city maintenance building, and the fire station under the proposed alternatives.

September	25,	2012:	Meeting	with	the	Air	Force	Real	Property	Agency	(AFRPA)
The meeting was held at the FHWA Division Office and was attended by representatives from FHWA, UDOT, 
Hill Air Force Base, the AFRPA, and Horrocks Engineers. The project team provided an update to the AFRPA on 
the status of the EIS, schedule, and potential roadblocks. The AFRPA gave an update on the status of the lease 
for the Army Rail Shop. The Army will be granted a two-year permit, with an option to extend the permit an 
additional two years.

November	27,	2012:	Meeting	with	Clinton	City	Council
The meeting was held at the Clinton City Office with the Clinton City Council. The purpose of the meeting was 
to update the council on the progress of the project and to discuss potential impacts.

7 . 3  C O R R E S P O N D E N C E
Correspondence letters (both sent and received) are shown in Table 7-1 and are included in the following 
pages, in order by date.

Table	7-1	Correspondence	Sent	and	Received

Date Addressed	To From Subject
Correspondence	

Page	#

June 12, 2007
Wilson Martin
SHPO

Walter Waidelich
FHWA

Section 4(f) De Minimis 
Determination

1

October 13, 2010
Rick Mayfield
MIDA

Charles Mace
UDOT

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency

3

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Wayne Bennion, WFRC
•	 Ed Buchanan, UTA
•	 Lynn Vinzant, Clinton City
•	 Mickey Hennessee, Sunset City
•	 Kirk Schmalz, Davis County Public Works
•	 Bryan Bowles, Davis County School District
•	 Darren Hess, Weber Basin Water Conservancy District
•	 Carolyn Wright, Resource Development Coordinating Committee

5 to 20

October 14, 2010

Ivan Posey, Chairman
Eastern Shoshone 
Tribe of the Wind River 
Reservation

Ed Woolford
FHWA

Native American 
Consultation

21
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Date Addressed	To From Subject
Correspondence	

Page	#

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Alonzo Coby, Chair, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall
•	 Jeanine Borchardt, Tribal Chairperson, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
•	 Gwen Davis, Chairwoman, Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation
•	 Curtis Cesspooch, Chairperson, Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Ute Indian 

Reservation
CC to:
•	 Glenda Trosper, Director, Cultural Center Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the WInd River 

Reservation
•	 Wilfred Ferris, THPO, Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation
•	 Carolyn Smith, Cultural Resource Director, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall
•	 Dorena Martineau, Cultural Resources Manager, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
•	 Patty Timbimboo-Madsen, Cultural Specialist, Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation
•	 Betsy Chapoose, Director, Cultural Rights and Protection, Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah 

and Ouray Ute Indian Reservation

23

October 14, 2010
Lora Tom, Band 
Chairwoman 
Cedar Band of Paiutes

James Beers
UDOT Region 
Archaeologist

Tribal Notification Form 24

CC to 
•	 Eleanor Tom, Cultural Resources Representative, Cedar Band of Paiutes

24

October 14, 2010

Rupert Steele, 
Chairperson
Confederated Tribes 
of the Goshute 
Reservation

James Beers
UDOT Region 
Archaeologist

Tribal Notification Form 24

CC to
•	 Ed Naranjo, Administrator, Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation
•	 Mary Pete, Cultural Resources Coordinator, Confederated Tribes of the Goshute 

Reservation

24

October 19, 2010
Jason Gipson
USACOE

Edward Woolford
FHWA

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency

25

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Larry Crist, USFWS
•	 Terry Rosapep, FTA
•	 Krista Hailey, Hill Air Force Base
•	 Larry Svoboda, EPA

27 to 34 

October 26, 2010
Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

L. Mitch Adams, 
Mayor
Clinton City

Acceptance to become a 
Participating Agency

35

October 28, 2010
Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

G.J. LaBonty
UTA

Acceptance to become a 
Participating Agency

36

November 4, 2010
James Beers
UDOT

Mary  Pete, 
Cultural Resources 
Coordinator
Confederated Tribes 
of the Goshute 
Reservation

Tribal Notification Form 37

November 4, 2010
Rick Mayfield
MIDA

Charles Mace
UDOT

Request for scoping 
comments and invitation 
to Scoping Meeting

38
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Date Addressed	To From Subject
Correspondence	

Page	#

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Wayne Bennion, WFRC
•	 G.J. LaBonty, UTA
•	 Lynn Vinzant, Clinton City
•	 Mickey Hennessee, Sunset City
•	 Kirk Schmalz, Davis County Public Works
•	 Bryan Bowles, Davis County School District
•	 Darren Hess, Weber Basin Water Conservancy District
•	 Judy Edwards, Resource Development Coordinating Committee

39 to 46

November 8, 2010
Larry Svoboda
EPA

Ed Woolford
FHWA

Request for scoping 
comments and invitation 
to Scoping Meeting

47

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Jason Gipson, USACOE
•	 Larry Crist, USFWS
•	 Terry Rosapep, EPA
•	 WIlson Martin, Advisory Council on Historic Places
•	 Krista Hailey, Hill Air Force Base
•	 Mark Holt, Enhanced Use Lease Program Management Office, Hill Air Force Base

48 to 53

November 8, 2010
Nicole Tolly
Horrocks Engineers

Chad Bangerter, 
Mayor
Sunset City

Request to become a 
Participating Agency

54

November 18, 2010
Charles Mace
UDOT

Andrew S. Gruber
WFRC

Acceptance to become a 
Participating Agency

55

December 15, 2010
James Christian (FHWA)
John Njord (UDOT)

Larry Svoboda
EPA

EPA scoping comments 56

January 10, 2011
Sam Johnson
Hill Air Force Base

Ed Woolford
FHWA

Invitation to be a 
Cooperating Agency

65

January 11, 2011
Edward Woolford
FHWA

Nathan Darnell
USFWS

Invitation to be a 
Cooperating Agency

67

January 12, 2011
Jason Gipson
USACOE

Ed Woolford
FHWA

Invitation and Acceptance 
to be a Cooperating 
Agency

69

January 18, 2011
Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

Reid Dickson
MIDA

Acceptance to become a 
Participating Agency

71

January 24, 2011
Edward Woolford
FHWA

Kathryn L. Kolbe, 
Colonel, Vice 
Commander, USAF
Hill Air Force Base

Acceptance to become a 
Cooperating Agency

72

February 24, 2011
Edward Woolford
FHWA

Roger Smith
TACOM LCMC

Request for TACOM 
LCMC to become a 
Participating Agency and 
the Aniston Army Depot 
to become a Cooperating 
Agency

73

March 28, 2011
Edward Woolford
FHWA

Kathleen I. Ferguson
Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Air 
Force (Installations)

Acceptance to become a 
Cooperating Agency

74

March 31, 2011
Lynn Vinzant
Clinton City

Charles Mace
UDOT

Request for Range 
of Alternatives and 
Screening Criteria Input

75
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Date Addressed	To From Subject
Correspondence	

Page	#

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Wayne Bennion, WFRC
•	 G.J. LaBonty, UTA
•	 Mickey Hennessee, Sunset City
•	 Jason Thompson, MIDA

79 to 94

March 31, 2011
Roger T. Smith
U.S. Army TACOM 
LCMC

Edward Woolford
FHWA

Request for Range 
of Alternatives and 
Screening Criteria Input

95

Identical letters sent to:
•	 Sam Johnson, Hill Air Force Base
•	 Terry Rosapep, Federal Transit Administration
•	 Nathan L. Darnall, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
•	 Jason Gipson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
•	 Larry Svoboda, EPA
•	 Michael M. Mathews, Aniston Army Depot
•	 Ken Ingram, Aniston Army Depot

98 to 116

April 12, 2011
Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

G.J. LaBonty
UTA

Response to the Request 
for Range of Alternatives 
and Screening Criteria 
Input

123

April 13, 2011

Nicole Tolley (Horrocks 
Engineers)
Edward Woolford 
(FHWA)

Michael Mathews
Aniston Army Depot

Response to the Request 
for Range of Alternatives 
and Screening Criteria 
Input

124

May 2, 2011
James Christian (FHWA)
John Njord (UDOT)

Larry Svoboda
EPA

Response to the Request 
for Range of Alternatives 
and Screening Criteria 
Input

125

May 10, 2011
Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers

Wayne Bennion
WFRC

Input on Global 
Alternatives

135

August 31, 2011
Charles Mace
UDOT

Clinton City Council
Concerns regarding the 
1800 North Project

136

September 28, 2011 Clinton City Council
Charles Mace
UDOT

Response to Concerns 
regarding the 1800 North 
Project

137

October 25, 2011
Roger Smith
TACOM LCMC

Edward  Woolford
FHWA

Potential relocation of 
Tooele Army Rail Shop 

141

March 8, 2012
L. Mitch Adams, Mayor
Clinton City

Stan Jorgensen
Horrocks Engineers

Landscaping Concerns for 
Commercial Areas

143

March 14, 2012
Brett Slater
UDOT

WIlliam Wright, Jr.
UTA

Planning for Transit at 
1800 North Interchange

144

April 17, 2012
Paul West
UDOT

Ryan Pitts
Horrocks Engineers

Threatened and 
Endangered Species and 
Wildlife Clearance

145

April 24, 2012
Ryan Pitts 
Horrocks Engineers

Paul West
UDOT

Threatened and 
Endangered Species and 
Wildlife Clearance
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September 18, 2012
Cory Jensen
Division of State History

James Beers (UDOT 
Region 1)
Elizabeth Giraud 
(UDOT Central)

DOEFOE 152



C H A P T E R  7  C O M M E N T S  A N D  C O O R D I N A T I O N                                                7 - 1 3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Date Addressed	To From Subject
Correspondence	

Page	#

October 10, 2012
Najah Duvall-Gabriel
Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation

Jennifer Elsken
UDOT Central

Advisory Council 
Notification of Adverse 
Effect

158

November 8, 2012
Jennifer Elsken
UDOT Central

LaShavio Johnson
Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation

Advisory Council 
Response

161

February 13, 2013
Cory Jensen
Division of State History

Jennifer Elsken
UDOT Central

Notification of Section 4(f) 
Impacts

162



1

u.s. Department 
Of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Wuson Martin 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Division of State History 
300 South Rio Grande Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 

Utah Division 
2520 West 4700 South, Ste. 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

June 12, 2007 

File: Section 4(1) De Minimis 

Subject: Section 4(1) De Minimis Determination; Pursuant to SP.FETEA-LU Section 6009 
In Conjunction with Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Utah State Historic 
Preservati<;>n Officer, and the Utah Department of Transportation 

Dear Mr. Martin: . 

This letter was prepared in response to the FHWA December 13, 2005 Guidance regarding Section 6009 (al 
of the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA
LU) Act Pub. L. 109-59. Section 6009 allows increased flexibility with respect to ruinor transportation 
impacts to Section 4(1) properties, including historic properties. It simpllfies the processing and approval of 
federally funded transportation projects that have a de minimis impact on lands protected by Section 4(1). For 
historic properties, a finding of de minimis impact on a historic site may be made by the FHW A when Section 
106 .consultation results in the written concurrence of the SHPa 'Xith the determination .of "no adverse effect" 
or llno histonc properties affected". 

Public Law 109-59 (SAFETEA-LU) has no new Section 106 implications other than the requirement for 
written SHPO concurrence with Section 106 findings of effect for individual Section 4(1) properties. It does 
require FHW A to notify the SHPO of FHW A's intent to utilize ille finding of "no historic properties 
affected" or "no adverse effect" for individual Section 4(1) properties as a basis for making a Section 4(1) de 
minimis use finding. 

The December Guidance offers two specific points of relevant direction: 

Question B. How should the concurrence of the SHPO and/or THPO, and ACHP if 
participating in theB.ection 106 determination, be documented when the concurrence will be 
the basis for a de milumis finding? . . 

Answer: Section 4(1) requires that the SHPO and / or THPO, and AqlP if participating, must 
concur in writing in the Section 106 determination of uno adverse effect"" or'lIrio':historic properties 
affected" The request for concurrence in the Section 106 determination should include a statement 
inforruing the SHPO or THPO, and ACHP if participating, that the FHWA or FTA intends to 
make a de minimis finding based upon their concurrence in the Section 106 determination. 

MOVING THf~'.' 
AMERICAN 
ECONOMY / 
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Under the Section 106 regulation, concurrence by a SHPO and/or THPO may be assumed if they 
do not respond within a specified timeftame, but Section 4(f) explicidy requires their written 
concurrence. It is recommended that transportation officials share this guidance with the SHPOs 
and THPOs in their States so that these officials fully understand the implication of their 
concurrence in the Section 106 determ.inations and the reason for requesting written concurrence. 

Question C. Certain Section 106 programmatic agreements (PAs) allow the lead agency to 
assume the concurrence of the SHPO and/or THPO in the determination of "no adverse 
affect" or "no historic properties affected" if response to a request for concurrence is not 
received within a period of time specified in the P A. Does such concurrence through non
response, in accordance with a written and signed Section 106 P A, constitute the "written 
concurrence" needed to make a de minJmjs finding? ' 

Answer: In accordance with d,e provisions <;>f a written and signed programmatic agreement, if the 
SHPO and/or THPO does not respond to a request for concurrence in the Section 106 
determination within the specified time, the non-response together with the written agree,:"ent, will 
be considered written concurrence in the Section 106 determination that will be the basis of the de 
minimis finding by FHW A or FTA. 

FHWA or FTA must inform the SHPOs and THPOs who are parties to such PAs, in writing, that a 
non-response that would be treated as a' concurrence in a tlno adverse effect" or "no. hlstoric 
properties affected" determination will also be treated as the written concurrence for purposes of ilie 
FHWA or FTA de minimis use finding. It is recommended that this understanding of the parties be 
documented by either appending the written notice to ilie existing P A, or by amending ilie PA itself. 

According to 2005 Guidance, by transmittal of this letter, ilie FHWA is notifying your office of Fl-IWNs 
intent to make the Section 4(f) de minimis use finding for properties where a determination of no historic' 
properties affected (no effect), or no adverse effect have been concurred in by your office or when your 
office has not replied within ilie appropriate timeftarne with written concurrerice.' 

By the following signalure, the SHPO acknowledges it has been notified of the intent of the FHW A to make 
a de minimis finding based on Section 106 determinations of effect for specific properties. 

?jJdJl-
Willter Waidelich 
Division Administrator 

concurrence:---'--"'~~:-J-----~_ 
)Xlj1sea }~fli!tin, S~te Historic Preservation Officer 

7/rq,/O? 
Date 

~atthewT.Seddon,IUPA 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Military Installation Development Authority 
Rick Mayfield 
450 Simmons Way # 400 
Kaysville, UT 84037-6722 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Rick Mayfield: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Wasatch Front Regional Council 
Wayne Bennion 
295 N. Jimmy Doolittle Road 
Salt Lake City, UT 84116 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Wayne Bennion: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Utah Transit Authority 
Ed Buchanan 
PO Box 30810 
Salt Lake City, UT 84130 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Ed Buchanan: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHWA in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process.  Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project.  Other typical roles 
of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 

reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS 
must send a letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 
2010; otherwise, they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole 
Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Clinton City 
Lynn Vinzant 
1750 West 1700 North 
Clinton, UT 84015 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Lynn Vinzant: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Sunset City 
Mickey Hennessee 
200 West 1300 North 
Sunset, UT 84015 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Mickey Hennessee: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

 

11



 

Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Davis County Public Works 
Kirk Schmalz 
1500 East 650 North 
Fruit Heights, UT 84037 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Kirk Schmalz: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Davis County School District 
Bryan Bowles 
Kendell Building: 70 East 100 North 
Farmington, UT 84025-05888 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Bryan Bowles: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy Disctrict 
Darren Hess 
2837 East Highway 193 
Layton, UT 84040 
 
Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 

Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Darren Hess: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project.  With this letter, we 
extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and FHWA in the 
development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be provided the 
opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing process.  
Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 
special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

 

17



 

Any non-federal agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a 
letter to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, 
they will not be designated as such.   This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 13, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Carolyn Wright 
Utah Resource Development Coordinating Committee 
Governor’s Office of Public Lands 
E-210 State Capitol Complex 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
 
Re: Request to state agencies to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North 

Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
       
Dear Ms. Wright: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately 2 miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
This letter is an invitation for any Utah state agency that may have an interest in the 1800 North EIS to 
become a participating agency for this project.  Agencies that are not participating agencies will still be 
provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public scoping and hearing 
process.  Participating agency designation does not imply that participating agencies either support the 
proposal or have any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to 
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 
is needed for the project.  Other typical roles of a participating agency include the following: 
 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, and 
the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Any state agency that wishes to become a participating agency for the 1800 North EIS must send a letter 
to UDOT specifically requesting to be a participating agency by November 19, 2010; otherwise, they will 
not be designated as such.  This letter should be sent to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 
or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manager 
 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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 Utah Division 2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A  
  Salt Lake City, UT  84118-1847 
 October 14, 2010 801-963-0182 
  801-963-0093 
  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 
   
  In Reply Refer To: F-0037(4)0, PIN 6552 
   
 
   
 
 
Ivan Posey, Chairman 
Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation 
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd 
Fort Washakie, WY 82514 
 
Subject:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No.: F-0037(4)0, PIN 6552 
 Notification of Project and Invitation to be a Consulting Party 
 
Dear Mr. Posey: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of 
approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
Qualified archaeologists will complete a cultural resources investigation during the development of the 
Environmental Impact Statement. Once completed, a review copy of the cultural resources report will 
be available for your review upon request. 
 
For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the FHWA will 
be the lead agency on this project. In accordance with Section 106 compliance as outlined in the 
Programmatic Agreement among the FHWA, the UDOT, the Utah State Historic Preservation Office, 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Section 106 Implementation for Federal-
Aid Transportation Projects (signed into effect April 16, 2007), the FHWA and the UDOT request that 
you review the information in this letter and the enclosed map to determine if there are any historic 
properties of traditional religious and/or cultural importance that may be affected by this undertaking. If 
you feel that there are any historic properties that may be impacted, we request your notification as 
such and your participation as a consulting party during the development of the environmental 
document.   
 
At your request, the FHWA and the UDOT staff will be available to meet with you to discuss any 
concerns you might have regarding this project. If there are any questions about the area, we will be 
happy to address them.  Please be assured that we will maintain strict confidentiality about certain 
types of information regarding traditional religious and/or cultural historic properties that may be 
affected by this proposed undertaking. We would also appreciate any suggestions you might have 
about any other groups or individuals that we should contact regarding this project.   
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Mr. Ivan Posey                                                                                                                                   1800 North Environmental Impact Statement 
October 5, 2010 
Page 2 of 2    
 
 
A response within 30 days would be appreciated should you have concerns about this project and/or 
wish to be a consulting party.  Please feel free to contact me at 801-963-0078 x235 or at 
Edward.Woolford@dot.gov, or James Beers at 801-620-1635 or at jamesbeers@utah.gov to answer 
any questions or provide any additional information. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this project notification and any comments you may have. 
 
 

 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
 
 
        Edward T. Woolford 
        Environmental Program Manager 
 
 
Enclosure(s): 

- Project Location Map 
- List of Other Tribes/Bands Notified of the Project 

 
cc:   

- Glenda Trosper, Director, Cultural Center, Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation 
- James Beers, NEPA/NHPA Specialist, UDOT Region One 

 
 
EWOOLFORD:dm
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LIST OF OTHER TRIBES/BANDS NOTIFIED OF THE PROJECT: 
 
Tribal Contact List For:  UDOT Project No.: F-0037(4)0; 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement 

(PIN 6552) 
 
 

 
IDENTICAL COPIES OF THIS LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING: 
 
Original to: CC to: 
Ivan Posey, Chairman 
Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River 
Reservation 
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd 
Fort Washakie, WY 82514 

Glenda Trosper, Director, Cultural Center 
Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River 
Reservation 
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd 
Fort Washakie, WY 82514 
 
Wilfred Ferris, THPO 
Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River 
Reservation 
P.O. Box 538/15 North Fork Rd 
Fort Washakie, WY 82514 

Alonzo Coby, Chair 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall 
P.O. Box 306 Pima Drive 
Fort Hall, ID 83202 

Carolyn Smith, Cultural Resource Director 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall 
P.O. Box 306 Pima Drive 
Fort Hall, ID 83202 

Jeanine Borchardt, Tribal Chairperson  
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
440 North Paiute Drive 
Cedar City, UT 84720 

Dorena Martineau, Cultural Resources Manager 
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
440 North Paiute Drive 
Cedar City, UT 84720 

Gwen Davis, Chairwoman  
Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation 
707 North Main Street 
Brigham City, UT 84302 

Patty Timbimboo-Madsen, Cultural Specialist  
Northwestern Band of Shoshone Nation 
707 North Main Street 
Brigham City, UT 84302 

Curtis Cesspooch, Chairperson 
Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Ute 
Indian Reservation 
P.O. Box 190 
Fort Duchesne, UT 84026 

Betsy Chapoose, Director, Cultural Rights and 
Protection 
Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Ute 
Indian Reservation 
P.O. Box 190 
Fort Duchesne, UT 84026 
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PROJECT INITIAL TRIBAL NOTIFICATION FORM WITH PROJECT INFORMATION SENT TO THE 
FOLLOWING (IN ACCORDANCE WITH TRIBAL SECTION 106 PAs; SENT BY THE UDOT REGION 
ARCHAEOLOGIST): 
 
Mail Original to: Mail CC to: Email to: 
Lora Tom, Band Chairwoman  
Cedar Band of Paiutes 
4655 North Utah Trail 
Enoch, UT 84720 

Eleanor Tom, Cultural Resources 
Representative 
Cedar Band of Paiutes 
4562 N. Wagonwheel Dr.  
Cedar City, UT 84721 

cbcletom@q.com (Lora Tom) 
 

Rupert Steele, Chairperson 
Confederated Tribes of the 
Goshute Reservation 
P.O. BOX 6104 
195 Tribal Center Rd. 
Ibapah, UT 84034 

Ed Naranjo, Administrator  
Confederated Tribes of the 
Goshute Reservation 
P.O. BOX 6104 
195 Tribal Center Rd. 
Ibapah, UT 84034 

rupertsteele@goshutetribe.com
ednaranjo@goshutetribe.com 
marypete@goshutetribe.com 
 

Mary Pete, Cultural Resources 
Coordinator 
Confederated Tribes of the 
Goshute Reservation 
P.O. BOX 6104 
195 Tribal Center Rd. 
Ibapah, UT 84034 
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«) 
U~Depar1ment 
d 1u ISp(X1aIia1 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Jason Gipson 
Intermountain Representative 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
533 West 2600 South, Ste. ISO 
Bountiful, UT 840 I 0 

Dear Mr. Gipson, 

Utah Division 

October 19th, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR ISO 1.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identifY as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

I . Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
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us. Department 
ala lSpodolial 

Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Jason Gipson 
Intermountain Representative 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
533 West 2600 South, Ste. 150 
Bountiful, UT 84010 

Dear Mr. Gipson, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
wil l still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 ofthe Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identifY as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 



October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

sme~ __ ~ _____ _ 
Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 



o 
us. Deportment 
ci ltnsportatioo 

Federal HIghway 
Admlnbtratlon 

Larry Crist 
Utah Field Office Supervisor 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
2369 West Orton Circle, Ste. 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119 

Dear Mr. Crist, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North ElS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 ofthe Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 ofSAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identifY as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

I. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate . 
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us. Deportment 
ci ltnsportaIioo 

Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Larry Crist 
Utah Field Office Supervisor 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
2369 West Orton Circle, Ste. 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119 

Dear Mr. Crist, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501 .6 ofthe Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 ofSAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identifY as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 



October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-fmal environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(80 1) 955-3524. 

Si"~-=::::::::::s, __ _ 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-fmal environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the proj ect; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(80 1) 955-3524. 

Si"~-=::::::::::s, __ _ 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 



o 
us. Department 
diu ISfXlIlolial 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Terry Rosapep 
Regional Administrator for Region 8 
Federal Transit Administration 
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 310 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

Dear Mr. Rosapep, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 20 10 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dotgov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To : 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmentallmpact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

I. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
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us. Department 
d 10 ISf)OItatial 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Terry Rosapep 
Regional Administrator for Region 8 
Federal Transit Administration 
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 310 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

Dear Mr. Rosapep, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dotgov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to I-IS along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project' s 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

I. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 



October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on tbe pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and tbe anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial oftbis invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. Tfyour agency declines, tbe response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation ofthis ETS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
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October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on tbe pre-draft or pre-[mal environmental documents to 
reflect tbe views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and tbe anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19,2010. If your agency declines, tbe response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
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us. Department 
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Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Krista Hailey 
Community Planner 
Hill Air Force Base 75th CEG/CEAO 
5713 Lahm Ln, Bldg 593N 
Hill AFB, UT 84056 

Dear Mr. Hailey, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have tbe 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

I. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
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us. Department 
ell u osportation 
Federal HIghway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Krista Hailey 
Community Planner 
Hill Air Force Base 75th CEG/CEAO 
5713 Lahm Ln, Bldg 593N 
Hill AFB, UT 84056 

Dear Mr. Hailey, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwadot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environment.al Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following: 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 



October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy ofthe document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Proj ect Location Map 
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3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy ofthe document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 



o 
us. Department 
ell Ulspoolalion 
federal HIghway 
Administration 

Larry Svoboda 
Region 8, NEP A Program Director 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1595 Wynkoop Street 
Denver, CO 80202 

Dear Mr. Svoboda, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dotgov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North ErS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following : 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 

33

us. Deportment 
ofiu ospoo lolion 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Larry Svoboda 
Region 8, NEP A Program Director 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1595 Wynkoop Street 
Denver, CO 80202 

Dear Mr. Svoboda, 

Utah Division 

October 19th
, 2010 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 West to I-IS along 1800 
North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location Map). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a participating agency with UDOT and 
FHW A in the development of the 1800 North EIS. Agencies that are not participating agencies 
will still be provided the opportunity to comment on the 1800 North project through the public 
scoping and hearing process. Participating agency designation does not imply that your agency 
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions ofthe National Environmental Policy 
Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies have the 
responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's 
potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other typical 
roles of a participating agency include the following : 

I. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the 
alternatives analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 



October 19, 2010 
Page 2 

3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Si"~ 

~'-------~ 
Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
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3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 
reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 
alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Please respond to FHW A in writing with an acceptance or denial of this invitation prior to 
November 19, 2010. If your agency declines, the response should state your reason for declining 
the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002, any Federal agency that chooses to decline 
the invitation to be a participating agency must specifically state in its response that it: 

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; 
• Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and 
• Does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly 
(801) 955-3524. 

Si"C 
Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
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Clint()n City 
2267 North 1500 West 

CLINTON, UTAH 84015 
Phone (801) 614-0700 Fax (801) 614-0712 

www.clintoncity.net 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 

'" 
, , 

~' 

****-;age;** H 

October 26, 2010 

Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, 
Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Ms. Tolley 

Clinton City requests to be identified as a participating agency in development of the 1800 North 
EIS. Primary contact for the City related to this project will be: 

LyIlil Vinzant 
Assistant City Manager 
2267 North 1500 West 
Clinton City, UT 84015 
801-614-0740 
lvinzant@clintoncity.com 

Sincerely, 

.cJ~m~~ 
L. Mitch Adams 
Mayor 

Cc: LYllil Vinzant 
File 



(1/28/2011) Project Management - 1800 North EIS... Page 1

From: "LaBonty, G.J. (Strategic Planner III)" <GLaBonty@rideuta.com>
To: "'nicolet@horrocks.com'" <nicolet@horrocks.com>
CC: "DeLoretto, Mary (Environmental Studies Manager)" <MDeLORETTO@rideuta.co...
Date: 10/28/2010 9:36 AM
Subject: 1800 North EIS...

Nicole,

I have been asked to contact you regarding the request for UTA to become a participating agency for the 
1800 North EIS in Davis County.

UTA is interested in participating in this study and I have been asked to be the point of contact for the 
agency.

You can use my name and contact information included below for your records.

Please just let me know if you need any additional information.

Thanks,

G.J. LaBonty
---
Strategic Planner
Utah Transit Authority
669 West 200 South
Salt Lake City, UT 84101
801-237-1979
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(11/11/2010) Nicole Tolley - Fwd: RE: 1800 N. EIS in Davis County Page 1

From: "James Beers" <JamesBeers@utah.gov>
To: "Nicole Tolley" <NicoleT@horrocks.com>, <Stan@horrocks.com>
Date: 11/10/2010 8:10 AM
Subject: Fwd: RE: 1800 N. EIS in Davis County

>>> "Mary" <marypete@goshutetribe.com> 11/4/2010 8:44 AM >>>

James,
At this time, we have no concerns, we appreciate being kept in the loop on all the projects and please 
continue to include us  .
 
Thanks, Mary
 

From:James Beers [mailto:JamesBeers@utah.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2010 8:22 AM
To: ednaranjo@goshutetribe.com; marypete@goshutetribe.com; rupertsteele@goshutetribe.com 
Subject: 1800 N. EIS in Davis County

 

Mr. Steele, Mr. Naranjo, and Ms. Pete,

 

I am sending materials (see attached) informing you of an EIS FHWA and UDOT are beginning along 
1800 N. in Clinton and Sunset, Davis County, Utah. The project is just getting under way and we are 
preparing to begin the cultural resources identification process. The APE and identification efforts have 
not yet been determined.   

 

Please review the attached project material and, should you have any interest in or concern with the 
project, you may contact me at (801) 620-1635 or jamesbeers@utah.gov.  Should you require a hard 
copy of the attached packet, please let me know and I will send you a copy.   

 

Thank you,

 

James D. Beers, M.A., R.P.A.

NEPA/NHPA Specialist

Utah Department of Transportation

Region One
166 West Southwell Street
Ogden, Utah 84404
Office: (801) 620-1635
FAX: (801) 620-1665
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Rick Mayfield 
Military Installation Development Authority 
450 Simmons Way # 400 
Kaysville, UT 84037-6722 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Mayfield: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Wayne Bennion 
Wasatch Front Regional Council 
295 N. Jimmy Doolittle Road 
Salt Lake City, UT 84116 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Bennion: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
G.J. LaBonty 
Utah Transit Authority 
669 West 200 South 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. LaBonty: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Lynn Vinzant 
Clinton City 
2267 North 1500 West 
Clinton, UT 84015 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Vinzant: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Mickey Hennessee 
Sunset City 
200 West 1300 North 
Sunset, UT 84015 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Hennessee: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Kirk Schmalz 
Davis County Public Works 
1500 East 650 North 
Fruit Heights, UT 84037 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Schmalz: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Bryan Bowles 
Davis County School District 
Kendell Building: 70 East 100 North 
Farmington, UT 84025-05888 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Bowles: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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November 4, 2010

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Darren Hess 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy Disctrict 
2837 East Highway 193 
Layton, UT 84040 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Mr. Hess: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, requirements, 
or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project.  Also, you are invited to an 
agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 North, Sunset, 
Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to Nicole Tolley at 
Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email 
her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010.  Please respond to Nicole Tolley with 
scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Project Location Map 
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Judy Edwards 
Utah Resource Development Coordinating Committee 
Governor’s Office of Public Lands 
E-210 State Capitol Complex 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 
Dear Ms. Edwards: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). This project is located in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from 2000 West to 
I-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project Location 
Map). 
 
At this time we request the assistance of Utah state agencies in identifying potential resources, 
concerns, requirements, or recommendations they may have relating to the proposed project.  
Also, state agencies are invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall 
(200 West 1300 North, Sunset, Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m, prior to a public 
scoping meeting from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If an agency plans to attend the agency scoping 
meeting, please have them RSVP to Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers; 2162 West Grove 
Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by 
November 26, 2010.  Please have state agencies respond to Nicole Tolley with scoping comments 
no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/email. 
 
We appreciate your participation on this project.  If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact Nicole with Horrocks Engineers at 801-763-5154. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, P.E. 
UDOT Project Manager 
 
Attachment:  Project Location Map 
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Federal tlghway 
AchHst"-"'on 

Mr. Larry Svoboda 
Region 8, NEPA Program Director 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1595 Wynkoop Street 
Denver, CO 80202-1129 

Utah Division 2520 West 4 700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

November 8, 2010 Direct: 801-955-3500 
Facsimile: 801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)O [6552] 

Dear Mr. Svoboda, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 



48

US,Depa Iii"," d 
ctltriSPOi lulu I 

Utah Division 2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

r.deraI tlghway 
Adi,ililbfrullon 

November 8,2010 Direct: 801-955-3500 

Mr.Jason Gipson 
Chief, Nevada-Utah Regulatory Branch 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
533 West 2600 South, Suite 150 
Bountiful , UT 84010 

Facsimile: 801-955-3539 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)O [6552] 

Dear Mr. Gipson, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that wi ll be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah), on November 30,2010 at 4:00 p.m. , prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Yours tr I , 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Mr.Larry Crist 
Utah Field Office Supervisor 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-7603 

Utah Division 2520 West 4 700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

November 8,2010 Direct: 801-955-3500 
Facsimile: 801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 [6552] 

Dear Mr. Crist, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah), on November 30,2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26,2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Y008 
2 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Mr.Terry Rosapep 
Regional Administrator, Region 8 
Federal Transit Administration 
12300 West Dakota Ave., Suite 310 
Lakewood , CO 80228-2583 

Utah Division 2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

November 8, 2010 Direct: 801 -955-3500 
Facsimile: 801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 [6552] 

Dear Mr. Rosapep, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) , in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah) , on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m. , prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Yours~ 

~Z~-___ 
Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Mr.wilson Martin 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Advisory Council on Historic Places 
300 Rio Grande 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 

Utah Division 2520 West 4 700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

November 8, 2010 Direct: 801-955-3500 
Facsimile: 801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 [6552] 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North , a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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MS.Krista Hailey 
Community Planner 
Hill Air Force Base 
75th CEG/CEAO 
5713 Lahm Ln, Bldg 593N 
Hill Air Force Base, UT 84056 

Utah Division 2520 West 4700 South , Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

November 8, 2010 Direct: 801 -955-3500 
Facsimile: 801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 [6552] 

Dear Ms. Hailey, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that will be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah), on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Yours trul 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Mr.Mark Holt 

Utah Division 2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

November 8, 2010 Direct: 801-955-3500 
Facsimile: 801 -955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Enhanced Use Lease Program Management Office 
Hill Air Force Base 
7891 Georgia Street 
Bldg 1102, Room 203 
Hill Air Force Base, UT 84056-5824 

Subject: 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)O [6552] 

Dear Mr. Holt, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in 
the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. The project area extends from 2000 
West to 1-15 along 1800 North , a distance of approximately two (2) miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

At this time, we request your assistance in identifying potential resources, concerns, 
requirements, or recommendations you may have relating to the proposed project. Also, you 
are invited to an agency scoping meeting that wi ll be held at Sunset City Hall (200 West 1300 
North, Sunset, Utah). on November 30, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., prior to a public scoping meeting 
from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. If you plan to attend the agency scoping meeting, please RSVP to 
Nicole Tolley at Horrocks Engineers, 2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400; Pleasant Grove, 
Utah 84062 or email her at nicolet@horrocks.com by November 26, 2010. Please respond to 
Nicole Tolley with scoping comments no later than December 15, 2010 at the above address/e
mail. 

We appreciate your participation on this project. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this letter, please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524. 

Attachment: Project Location Map 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Sunset City Corporation 
200 West 1300 North· Sunset City, Utah 84015·801-825-1628 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 

Re: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, 
Davis County, Utah. 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Ms Tolley: 

Sunset City requests to be identified as a participating agency in development of the 1800 North £IS. 

Sincerely, 

ad Bangerter 
Sunset City M or 

SUNSET CITY 
200 West 1300 North 
Sunset. Ulah 84015 
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WtSATCH FRONT REGIONAL COUNCIL 295 North Jimmy Doollnl. Road' Sal. lak. City, Utah 84 116 ' www,wfrc,o,g 
Phone Sail lake: 801.363.4250 . ra~: 801.363.4230 . PhOne Ogden: 801.773.5559 

Michael H, Jensen 
Chairman 
COuncilman, Salt lake County 

Craig l. Dearden 
Vice·Chairman 
(ommMlo~f, WebtoJ (ounty 

len Arave 
Mayor, North Salt Lake 

Ralpn Becker 
M.YQ', lal. uk, Citj 

Ken B,scnoff 
(ommi!.SlOlIef, "'teber County 

Bruce Burrows 
Mayor, RIVerdale 

Peter Corroon 
Mayor, Salt uke County 

l id ("ager 
CommiSSioner. Morgan (ounty 

Tom Dolan 
Mayor, Sandy 

Mattnew R, Godfrey 
Mayor, Ogden 

6"nt Marshall 
Mayor, Grantsville 

Sr" Millburn 
Commluioner, DaVIs County 

Ken. Money 
Mayo~ South Jordan 

Jamie Nagl' 
Mayor, Syracuse 

John Petroff, Jr, 
CommissionPI', DaYls County 

JoAnn 8, Segnlni 
Mayor. Midvale 

Daffell H, Sml.h 
Mayor, Draper 

Mike Winder 
Mayol, Wen Villle~ City 

Senator Scott Jenkin$ 
Utah SUle Senate 

Representative Wayne Harper 
Utah Hoose of Repr6enlati~e5 

louenda Downs 
UtAh A1soc.ial!O!l oj Courllies 

Russ Wall 
Utah league at C'III!S & Towl'l~ 

Jonn Njord 
Utdh Oepanml.'Ot 01 Transpor.olion 

John Inglisn 
utah lransi\ AllfOOfII~ 

Robert Grow 
EnVISion Utah 

November 18,20 I 0 

Mr. Charles Mace, PE 
Project Manager 
UDOT Region One 
166 W Southwell Street 
Ogden, UT 84404 

RE: Request to become a Participating Agency for the 1800 North 
Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear Mr, Mace: 

In response to your letter dated October 13, 2010, the Wasatch Front Regional 
Council (WFRC) considers 1800 North an important east - west corridor in North 
Davis County, We rccognize the existing congesti on in the study area, as well as 
the anticipated commercial and residential growth, We would be pleased to be a 
participating agency in the 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement. 

Wayne Bennion will serve as the WFRC staff representative for this study, He 
will provide requested review and input and participate in coordination meetings, 

Andrew S, Gruber 
Executive Director 

cc: Nicole Tolley 
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REGION 8 
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Ref: EPR·N 

1595 Wynkoop Street 
DENVER, CO 80202·1129 

Phone 800·227·8917 
http://www.epa.gov/region08 

DEC 1 5 1010 

Mr. James Christian, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 

Mr. John Njord, Executive Director 
Utah Department of Transportation 
4105 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

Dear Mr. Christian and Mr. Njord: 

Re: EPA' s scoping comments for the 1800 North 
Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, 
Utah 

The U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 8 has reviewed the Federal 
Highway Administration 's (FHWA) Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) to address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR·37) in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. Consistent with our authority under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 4321 , el seq . (NEPA) and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7409, the EPA Region 8 office is providing scoping comments for 
the 1800 North EIS. 

Project Description 

The 1800 North EIS project area extends from 2000 West to I- IS along 1800 North, a 
distance of approximately 2 miles. The project will assess transportation improvements needed to 
address the following: current and projected 2040 traffic demand along the existing corridor; 
east-west access issues; and safety needs. Some improvements identified for consideration in the 
EIS are a grade-separated railroad crossing, widening of 1800 North, and a new interchange at 
1800 North and 1-15. 

The project team announced at the public scoping meeting on November 30, 2010 that 
the project area has been expanded to cover a larger area than previously identified, including the 
east-west corridors to the north and south of 1800 North. EPA is pleased to see this expansion of 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 8 

Ref: EPR-N 

1595 Wynkoop Street 
DENVER, CO 80202-1129 

Phone 800-227-8917 
http://www.epa.gov/region08 

DEC 15 2010 

Mr. James Christi an, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84 118 

Mr. Jolm Njord, Executive Director 
Utah Department of Transportation 
4 105 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84 119 

Dear Mr. Christian and Mr. Njord: 

Re: EPA's scoping comments for the 1800 North 
Environmental Impact Statement, Davis COWlty, 
Utah 

The U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 8 has reviewed the Federal 
Highway Administration's (FHWA) Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) to address current and projected tra ffi c demand on 1800 North (S R-37) in the 
cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County, Utah. Consistent with our authori ty under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.c. Section 432 1, e/ seq. (NEPA) and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7409, the EPA Region 8 offi ce is providing scoping comments for 
the 1800 North EIS. 

Project Description 

The 1800 North EIS project area ex tends from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a 
distance of approximately 2 miles. The project wi ll assess transportation improvements needed to 
address the fo llowing: current and projected 2040 traffic demand along the existing corridor; 
east-west access issues; and safety needs. Some improvements identified for consideration in the 
EIS are a grade-separated railroad crossing, widening of 1800 North, and a new interchange at 
1800 North and 1-15. 

The project team announced at the public scoping meeting on November 30, 201 0 that 
the project area has been expanded to cover a larger area than previously identified, including the 
east-west corridors to the notth and south of 1800 North . EPA is pleased to see this expansion of 



the project area, as we believe it will assist the project team in identifying a full range of possible 
transportation improvements. EPA recommends that the cities of Roy and Riverdale in Weber 
County and West Point and Clearfield in Davis County be added to the stakeholder li st to reflect 
the expansion of the project area. 

Key Issues Identified by EPA 

Based on our current understanding of the proposed project and the surrounding area, 
EPA has identified air quality and environmental justice (EJ) as key issues that will need to be 
thoroughly analyzed and addressed in the EIS. Detailed comments addressing these issues are 
attached. 

Because this project will be located primarily in Davis County , Utah, the air quality 
section of the document must clearly show that this project wi ll not negatively impact current air 
quality conditions. Davis County is located within a new PM2.5 24-hour national ambient air 
quali ty standard (NAAQS) nonattainment area (74 FR 58688, November 13, 2009). Therefore, a 
thorough analysis of current conditions/trends, an estimate of future conditions wi thout this 
project, and an estimate of future conditions under the possible alternati ves should be provided. 

EPA has identified EJ communities throughout much of the project area. Along 1800 
North, EJ communities are located near the east end of the project area. This concerns EPA 
because this is the area where both an overpass at the Union Pacific and Frontrunner railroad 
crossings and a new interchange at 1800 North and 1-15 are being considered. Both of these 
improvements would undoubtedly require substantial ri ght-of-way acquisition near potential EJ 
communities. The EIS should clearly identify potential health impacts that may result from each · 
alternative on identified EJ communities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the scoping process for the 1800 North 
EIS. By working together early in the NEPA process, we hope to be able to assist FHWA in 
developing an analysis that will adequately address potential environmental impacts and identi fy 
appropriate mitigation measures. If you have any questions about our comments, please contact 
me at 303-3 I 2-6004, or you may contact David Fronczak of my staff at 303-312-6096. 

Director, NEPA Compliance and Review Program 
Office of Ecosystems Protection and Remediation 

cc : Edward Woolford , FHWA 
Brandon Weston, UDOT 
Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Engineers 

Enclosure: EPA's Detailed Scoping Comments 
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the project area, as we believe it wi ll assist the project team in identifying a full range of possible 
transportation improvements. EPA recommends that the cities of Roy and Riverdale in Weber 
COlmty and West Point and Clearfield in Davis County be added to the stakeholder list to reflect 
the expansion of the project area. 

Key Issues Identified by EPA 

Based on our cunent understanding of the proposed project and the surrounding area, 
EPA has identified air quality and environmental justice (EJ) as key issues that will need to be 
thoroughly analyzed and addressed in the EIS. Detailed comments addressing these issues are 
attached. 

Because this project will be located primarily in Davis County, Utah, the air quality 
section of the document must clearly show that this project wi ll not negatively impact cunent air 
quality conditions. Davis County is located within a new PM2.5 24-hour national an1bient air 
quality standard (NAAQS) nonattairunent area (74 FR 58688, November 13,2009). Therefore, a 
thorough analysis of current conditions/trends, an estimate of future conditions wi thout this 
project, and an estimate of future conditions under the possible alternati ves should be provided. 

EPA has identified EJ communities throughout much of the project area. Along 1800 
North, EJ communities are located near the east end of the project area. This concerns EPA 
because this is the area where both an overpass at the Union Pacific and Frontrunner railroad 
crossings and a new interchange at 1800 North and 1-1 5 are being considered. Both of these 
improvements would undoubtedly require substantial ri ght-of-way acquisition near potential EJ 
communities. The EIS should clearly identify potential health impacts that may result from each 
al ternati ve on identified EJ communities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the scoping process for the 1800 North 
EIS. By working together early in the NEPA process, we hope to be able to assist FHWA in 
deve loping an analysis that wi ll adeq uately address potentia] environmental impacts and identify 
appropriate mitigation measures. I f you have any questions about our comments, please contact 
me at 303-312-6004, or you may contact David Fronczak of my staff at 303-312-6096. 

Director, NEPA Compliance and Review Program 
Office of Ecosystems Protection and Remediation 

cc: Edward Woolford , FHW A 
Brandon Weston , UDOT 
Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Engineers 

Enclosure: EPA's Detailed Scoping Comments 
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® Printed on Recycled Paper 



EPA's Detailed Scoping Comments 
1800 North Environmental Impact Statement 

A ir Quality 

A) Relevant NAAQS and Current Designations: 

Davis County 
• Carbon Monoxide (CO): Attainment area, 
• Ozone: 1997 8-hour NAAQS (80 ppb); Attainment area, 
• Ozone: 2008 8-hour NAAQS (75 ppb) is the current Federal ozone NAAQS, 

however, the area is not designated, EPA had promulgated thi s NAAQS on March 
27,2008 (73 FR 16436) and was to complete designations by March of20l0, On 
January 19, 2010, EPA published a proposed rule regarding a reconsideration of 
thi s NAAQS and delay ing designations for the 2008 NAAQS until 2011 , EPA 
intends to issue a fi nal rule regarding its reconsideration of the ozone NAAQS by 
December 31, 201 0, 

• PM2,5: Nonattainment area fo r the 2006 24-hour 35flg/m3 NAAQS (74 FR 
58688, November 13, 2009), 

• PM I 0: Nonattainment area, 
• Ni trogen dioxide (N02): Attainment area, 

B) Baseline and Projected Analyses of Clean Air Act Criteria Poll utants: 

Below are our suggestions for a complete air quali ty discussion, The Draft EIS should 
establish base line and projected air emissions and concentrations of criteria pollutants and air 
quality status, The following should be considered fo r inclusion in the document: 

• The pollutants to be evaluated should include CO, ozone precursor emissions of 
ni trogen oxides (NOx) and vo latile organ ic compounds (VOCs), and direct 
emissions of particulate matter (both PM2,5 and PM I 0) and its precursor 
emissions of NO x, 

• Any loca l and regional monitoring data should be included in the document. Local 
hot spot monitoring and ambient monitoring projects implemented by the State or 
local ai r agencies might also be sources of short or long-term data, EPA notes that 
NAAQS monitoring data is avai lable from the State, and trends back at least 5 
years to current status should be provided , We also note that the State is to have 
made state-certified NAAQS monitori ng data available through 2009, 

• Analys is of the NAAQS detai led in Section A of thi s letter should be included, 
The most recent attainment or nonattainment status, monitored exceedances, and 
NAAQS violations should be discussed, 
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EPA's Detailed Scoping Comments 
1800 North Environmental Impact Statement 

Air Quality 

A) Relevant NAAQS and Current Designations: 

Davis County 
• Carbon Monoxide (CO): Attainment area, 
• Ozone: 1997 8-hour NAAQS (80 ppb); Attainment area, 
• Ozone: 2008 8-hour NAAQS (75 ppb) is the current Federal ozone NAAQS, 

however, the area is not designated, EPA had promulgated this NAAQS on March 
27,2008 (73 FR 16436) and was to complete designations by March of20 I 0, On 
January 19,20 I 0, EPA published a proposed rule regarding a reconsideration of 
this NAAQS and delaying designations for the 2008 NAAQS until 2011 , EPA 
intends to issue a final rule regarding its reconsideration of the ozone NAAQS by 
December 3 1, 20 I 0, 

• PM2,5: Nonattainment area for the 2006 24-hour 35 ~g/m3 NAAQS (74 FR 
58688, November 13, 2009), 

• PM I 0: Nonattainment area, 
• Nitrogen dioxide (N02): Attainment area, 

B) Baseline and Projected Analyses of Clean Air Act Criteri a Pollutants: 

Below are our suggestions for a complete air quaLi ty discussion, The Draft ElS should 
establish baseline and projected air emissions and concentrations of criteria pollutants and air 
quality status, The following should be considered for inclusion in the document: 

• The pollutants to be evaluated should include CO, ozone precursor emissions of 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and vo latile organic compounds (VOCs), and direct 
emissions of particulate matter (both PM2,5 and PMIO) and its precursor 
emissions of NO x, 

• Any loca l and regional monitoring data should be included in the document. Local 
hot spot monitoring and ambient monitoring projects implemented by the State or 
local air agencies might also be sources of short or long-term data, EPA notes that 
NAAQS monitoring data is available from the State, and trends back at least 5 
years to current status should be provided, We also note that the State is to have 
made state-certified NAAQS monitoring data available through 2009, 

• Analysis of the NAAQS detail ed in Section A of this letter should be included, 
The most recent attainment or nonatlai nment status, monitored exceedances, and 
NAAQS violations should be discussed, 
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• Any relevant air modeling that has already been completed including regional 
dispersion modeling and hot spot assessments should be included. Include 
relevant meteorology, such as windrose data, that may impact pollutant transport 
and dust. Describe the model that was used and include a summary of the values 
used for the model input parameters. Please be aware that EPA Region 8 has 
taken issue with the PM 1 0 dispersion modeling that was performed by the State 
for the redesignation to attainment for Salt Lake County, Utah County, and Ogden 
City and has published a proposed disapproval action in the Federal Register (74 
FR 62717, December 1,2009). 

• Incluae an inventory of mobile source emissions in the area of the project plus a 
cumulative impacts analysis that accounts for both mobile and stationary sources. 
A reference point for mobile source estimates may be found in local and regional 
transportation plans or in a conformity determination. Please refer to the Wasatch 
Front Regional Council (WFRC) for information on regional transportation plans 
and their conformity determinations as they are the metropolitan planning 
organization for this area. Please note, however, that WFRC performed its most 
recent confo rmity determinations with EPA 's MOBILE6.2 model and 
consideration should be given to calculating the 1800 North project mobile source 
emissions with EPA's MOVES2010a model. 

• Include a project specific analysis of all pollutant impacts for the project 
alternatives. While EPA's notice in the March 2, 20 10 Federal Register notice(75 
FR 9411) is clear about MOVES20 I 0 current applicabi li ty for conformity 
analysis, EPA is evalua"ting its use in NEPA documents. [n general, EPA 
recommends that agencies consider using the same model , where applicable, for 
their NEPA analyses as fo r their conformity analyses. [n other words, EPA would 
not expect agenc ies to be required to use MOVES20 1 Oa in their NEPA documents 
until after the conformity grace period has expired (March 2, 20 12), but we would 
recommend that agencies use MOVES20 10a at the earl iest feasib le time. In 
addition, if they use MOVES20 1 Oa for conformity, EPA recommends they also 
use MOVES20 lOa, where applicable, for NEP A. The Federal Register notice on 
March 2, 20 I 0 (75 FR 941 I) also stated that MOVES201 0 should not be used for 
CO, PM2.5, or PM 1 0 quantitative hot spot modeling at this time and that a future 
notice approving MOVES20 1 0 for these purposes will be forthcoming (EPA is 
targeting a release date of the final guidance documents in late December of 
2010). 

• EPA Region 8, however, offers the fo llowing clarification and recommendation 
for the 1800 North project area, which is to use the MOVES201 Oa model. When 
EPA announced the MOVES20 1 0 model on March 2, 2010, we also provided 
links to specific Office of Transportation and Air Quality (OTAQ) guidance 
documents for the use of MOVES20 1 0 for the state implementation plan (SIP) 
and conformity purposes. [n OTAQ' s guidance document "Policy Guidance on the 
Use of MOVES20 1 0 for State Implementation Plan Development, Transportation 
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• Any relevant air modeling that has already been completed including regional 
dispersion modeling and hot spot assessments should be included . Include 
relevant meteorology, such as windrose data, that may impact pollutant transport 
and dust. Describe the model that was used and include a summary of the values 
used for the model input parameters. Please be aware that EPA Region 8 has 
taken issue with the PM I 0 di spersion modeling that was performed by the State 
fo r the redesignation to attainment for Salt Lake County , Utah County, and Ogden 
City and has published a proposed di sapproval action in the Federal Register (74 
FR 62717, December 1, 2009). 

• Incluae an inventory of mobile source emissions in the area o[the project plus a 
cumulative impacts analysis that accounts for both mobile and stationary sources. 
A reference point for mobile source estimates may be found in local and regional 
transportation plans or in a conformity determination. Please refer to the Wasatch 
Front Regional Council (WFRC) for infornlati on on regional transportation plans 
and their conformi ty determinations as they are the metropo li tan planning 
organi zation for thi s area. Please note, however, that WFRC performed its most 
recent conformity determinations with EPA's MOBILE6.2 model and 
consideration should be given to ca lcul ating the 1800 North project mobile source 
emissions with EPA's MOVES2010a model. 

• Include a project specific analysis of all pollutant impacts for the project 
alternatives. While EPA's notice in the March 2, 20 10 Federal Register noti ce(75 
FR 9411) is clear about MOVES201 0 current applicabili ty for conformj ty 
analysis, EPA is evaluating its use in NEPA docwn ents . In general, EPA 
recommends that agencies consider using the same model, where applicable, fo r 
their NEPA analyses as for their conformity ana lyses. In other words, EPA would 
not expect agencies to be required to use MOVES2010a in their NEPA documents 
until after the confo rmity grace period has expired (March 2, 20 12), but we would 
recommend that agencies use MOVES20 I Oa at the earliest feasible time. In 
addition, if they use MOVES20 I Oa for conformity, EPA recommends they also 
use MOVES20 lOa, where applicable, for NEP A. The Federal Register notice on 
March 2, 20 I 0 (75 FR 9411) also stated that MOVES201 0 should not be used for 
CO, PM2.5, or PM I 0 quantitative hot spot modeling at thi s time and thaI a future 
notice approving MOVES20 I 0 for these pW'poses wi ll be forthcoming (EPA is 
targeting a release date of the final guidance documents in late December of 
2010). 

• EPA Region 8, however, offers the following clarification and recommendati on 
for the 1800 North project area, which is 10 use the MOVES201 Oa model. When 
EPA announced the MOVES20 I 0 model on March 2, 20 I 0, we also provided 
links to specific Office of Transporlation and Air Quality (OTAQ) guidance 
documents for the use ofMOVES20 10 for the state implementation plan (SIP) 
and conformity purposes. In OTAQ' s guidance docwnent "Policy Guidance on the 
Use of MOVES20 I 0 for State Implementation Plan Development, Transportation 
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• 

Conformity, and Other Purposes" 
(http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/420b09046.pdf), EPA states that for the 
new 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS nonattainment areas, the attainment demonstration 
SIP revisions are to use MOVES20 I 0 (see issue No.6 on page 7 of the 
document). As the 1800 North project will be located within a new 24-hour 
PM2.5 NAAQS nonattainment area, and the State has already started work on an 
attainment demonstration that will use MOVES2010a, EPA Region 8 believes 
that to ensure continuity with the State ' s SIP development, MOVES20 I Oa needs 
to be used for this EIS. Although the WRFC may still use MOB[LE6.2 for 
conformity determinations during the 2-year grace period, both the State's 
attainment demonstration and WFRC's conformity determinations will have to be 
based on MOVES2010 by March 2, 2012. Therefore, using MOVES2010a now 
will facilitate the evaluation of the final EIS to both the State ' s SIP attainment 
demonstration and future conformity determinations, and will avoid the possible 
necessity of reconciling results from two different models as the environmental 
review process continues. 

• Mobile source emissions should be estimated using EPA's MOVES2010a mobile 
sources emissions model and we recommend the use of EPA's Compilation of Air 
Pollutant Emission Factors, also known as AP-42 for re-entrained road dust 
emissions. The emissions and air quality impacts associated with each build and 
no build scenario should be estimated and include the following: 

o Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from the best available travel models for 
the traffic and travel patterns estimated for the future transportation system 
under all build and no build scenarios; 

o All pollutants mentioned above including mobile source air toxics 
(MSA Ts) and road dust; 

o Analysis where appropriate of CO, PM2.5, and PMIO using hot spot and 
ambient modeling methods. As noted above, EPA will be releasing 
specific guidance with respect to this requirement and the use of the 
MOVES2010a model. 

o Construction impacts for each alternative. Construction impacts include 
the equipment exhaust emissions and dust created by construction 
equipment. 

C) Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Recent studies are showing a variety of health-related effects near high traffic areas. 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or 
other serious health or envirorunental effects. Section 112(b )(1) of the Clean Air Act established 
the list of HAPs. There are currently 188 HAPs. [n a rulemaking published on March 29, 2001 , 
EPA identified 21 MSATs, a subset of HAPs with the addition of diesel PM and exhaust organic 
gases. 

EPA recognizes that the methods and procedures for assessing the environmental impact 
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Conformity, and Other Purposes" 
(http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/420b09046.pdf), EPA states that for the 
new 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS nonattainment areas, the attainment demonstration 
SIP revisions are to use MOVES20 10 (see issue No.6 on page 7 of the 
document). As the 1800 North project will be located within a new 24-hour 
PM2.5 NAAQS nonattainment area, and the State has already started work on an 
attainment demonstration that will use MOVES201 Oa, EPA Region 8 believes 
that to ensure continuity with the State's SIP development, MOVES20 I Oa needs 
to be used for this EIS. Although the WRFC may still use MOBILE6.2 for 
conformity detemlinations during the 2-year grace period, both the State's 
attainment demonstration and WFRC's conformity determinations will have to be 
based on MOVES201 0 by March 2, 20 12. Therefore, using MOVES2010a now 
will facilitate the evaluation of the final EIS to both the State's SIP attainment 
demonstration and future conformity determinations, and will avoid the possible 
necess ity of reconciling results from two different models as the environmental 
review process continues. 

• Mobile source emissions should be estimated using EPA's MOVES20 1 Oa mobile 
sources emissions model and we recommend the use of EPA's Compilation of Air 
Pollutant Emission Factors, also known as AP-42 for re-entrained road dust 
emissions. The emissions and air quality impacts associated with each build and 
no build scenario should be estimated and include the following: 

o Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from the best available travel model s for 
the traffic and travel patterns estimated for the future transportation system 
under all build and no build scenarios; 

o All pollutants mentioned above including mobile source air toxics 
(MSA Ts) and road dust; 

o Analysis where appropriate of CO, PM2.5, and PM lOusing hot spot and 
ambient modeling methods. As noted above, EPA will be releasing 
specific guidance with respect to thi s requirement and the use of the 
MOVES20IOa model. 

o Construction impacts for each alternative. Construction impacts include 
the equipment exhaust emissions and dust created by construction 
equipment. 

C) Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Recent studies are showing a variety of health-related effects near high traffic areas. 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (I-LAPS) are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or 
other serious health or environmental effects. Section 112(b )(1) of the Clean Air Act established 
the li st of HAPs. There are currently 188 HAPs. In a rulemaking published on March 29, 200 I, 
EPA identified 2 1 MSATs, a subset of HAPs with the addition of diesel PM and exhaust organic 
gases. 

EPA recognizes that the methods and procedures for assessing the environmental impact 
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of MSA Ts may be new to many parties working on transportation projects through the NEPA 
process. Policies, procedures, and methods for assessing MSATs in NEPA documents are still 
being developed. Although regulatory standards for MSA Ts have not been set there is substantial 
information on impacts that can be ascertained from emissions and concentrations data and 
estimates. There are also scientifically accepted and sound methods for assessing the health 
impacts of exposure to MSA Ts. 

The level of analysis of MSA Ts is most appropriately determined on a case-by-case basis, 
recognizing that each project has unique characteristics. The impact of a proposed project should 
be analyzed appropriate to its significance, paying particular attention to providing information 
that can be of use to the decision maker and that meets the needs of public disclosure. The 
analysis should not be expected to be the same in either content or specificity for every project. 

An emissions inventory and estimated emissions of the MSA Ts of concern should be 
included in the Draft EIS. This can be performed with the MOVES2010a model. For purposes of 
comparison it wi ll be useful to determine whether future conditions will be worse than baseline 
conditions, whether one alternative is far worse than another, and what that might mean. Factors 
that should be considered with the 1800 North project include: 

• Immediate proximity of a highway project to homes, schools, and businesses; 
• The availability of relevant MSA T monitoring data and MSA T studies; and, 
• The scale of the project (i.e., the size of the selected 1800 North project and 

highway traffic volume, and particularly diesel truck traffic, which has been 
identified as a major contributor of air toxics). 

D) Conform ity Analys is 

The eventual project must conform to the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) before a Draft EIS can be finalized. The LRTP and 
TI P are addressed by the WFRC for this area. The Draft EIS should assess and discuss whether 
the project meets these requirements. In addition, the project concept and scope in the Draft EIS 
must not be significant ly different from the project analyzed in the plan and TIP. If a conformity 
analysis was completed in another docurnent, please ensure that the latest planning assumptions 
and models were used. In addi tion, please note that the WFRC has made an initial conformity 
determination for the PM2.5 NAAQS nonattainment area for their area of responsibility. EPA 
concurred and FHW A approved this determination on October 8, 20 I O. 

E) Monitoring and Mitigation 

The Draft EIS should consider a discussion of potential monitoring for air quality, 
especially during construction activities. Factors that should be considered are the immediate 
proximity of a highway project to homes, schools, businesses, and other sensitive populations. 
Although best management practices (BMPs) will be utilized during construction, potential 
localized impacts from PM2.5 and PM I 0 emissions could occur. A properly designed monitoring 
plan would demonstrate how well the preferred alternative resolves the identified issues and 
concerns by measuring the effectiveness of the mitigation measures in controlling or minimizing 
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of MSA Ts may be new to many parties working on transportation projects through the NEPA 
process. Policies, procedures, and methods for assessing MSA Ts in NEPA documents are still 
being developed. Although regulatory standards for MSA Ts have not been set there is substantial 
information on impacts that can be ascertained from emissions and concentrations data and 
estimates. There are also scientifi cally accepted and sound methods for assessing the health 
impacts of exposure to MSA Ts. 

The level of analysis of MSA Ts is most appropriately determined on a case-by-case basis, 
recogn izing that each project has unique characteristics. The impact of a proposed project should 
be analyzed appropriate to its significance, paying particular attention to providing information 
that can be of use to the dec ision maker and that meets the needs of public di sclosure . The 
analysis should not be expected to be the sanle in either content or speci ficity for every project. 

An emissions inventory and estimated emissions of the MSA Ts of concern should be 
included in the Draft EIS. This can be performed with the MOVES20 1 Oa model. For purposes of 
comparison it wi ll be useful to determine whether future conditions wi ll be worse than baseline 
conditions, whether one alternative is far worse than another, and what that might mean. Factors 
that should be considered with the 1800 North project include: 

• Immediate proximity of a highway project to homes, schools, and businesses; 
• The availab ility of relevant MSA T monitoring data and MSA T studies; and, 
• The scale of the project ( i. e., the size of the selected 1800 NOIth project and 

highway traffic volume, and particularly diesel truck traffic, which has been 
identified as a major contributor of air tox ics). 

D) Conformi ty Analysis 

The eventual project must conform to the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) before a Draft ETS can be finalized. The LRTP and 
TIP are addressed by the WFRC for thi s area. The Draft EIS should assess and discuss whether 
the project meets these requirements. In add ition, the project concept and scope in the Draft EIS 
must not be significantly different from the project analyzed in the plan and T IP. If a conformi ty 
analys is was completed in another document, please ensure that the latest planning assumptions 
and models were used. In addition, please note that the WFRC has made an initial conformity 
determination for the PM2.5 NAAQS nonattainment area for their area of responsibility. EPA 
concurred and FHW A approved this determination on October 8, 20 I O. 

E) Monitoring and Mitigation 

The Draft EIS should consider a di scussion of potential monitoring for air quality, 
especially during construction activiti es. Factors that shou ld be considered are the immediate 
proxi mity of a highway project to homes, schools, businesses , and other sensitive popUlations. 
Although best management practi ces (BMPs) will be util ized during construction, potential 
locali zed impacts from PM2.5 and PM 1 0 emissions could occur. A properly designed monitoring 
plan would demonstrate how well the preferred alternative reso lves the identified issues and 
concerns by measuring the effectiveness ofthe mitigation measures in controlling or minimizing 
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adverse effects. 

We suggest that consideration be given to all the possible methods and techniques that 
might be employed to mitigate the negative impacts of the project on air quality. In addition, we 
note that air quality impacts during construction are potentially significant and construction 
periods can last from months to years. Mitigation of construction impacts should be fully 
considered and could include, but are not limited to the following : 

o Require heavy construction equipment to use the cleanest available engines or to 
be retrofitted with diesel particulate control. 

o Use alternatives for diesel engines and/or diesel fuels such as: biodiesel, LNG or 
CNG, fuel cells, and electric engines. 

o During wintertime construction, install engine pre-heater devices to eliminate 
unnecessary idling. 

o Prohibit tampering with equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emission 
control devices effectiveness. 

o Require construction vehicle engines to be properly tuned and maintained. 
o Use construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size 

for the intended job. 
o Use water or wetting agent to control dust. 
o Use wi nd barriers and wind screens to prevent dust dispersing from the site. 
o Locate a wheel wash station and/or crushed stone apron at egress/ingress areas to 

prevent dirt being tracked onto public streets. 
o Use vacuum-powered street sweepers to remove dirt tracked onto streets. 
o Cover all dump trucks leaving sites. 
o Cover or wet temporary excavated materials. 
o Use a binding agent for long-term excavated materials. 
o Monitor for PM I 0 to allow for real-time modification or implementation of 

various dust con trol measures. 
o Locate diesel engines as far away as possible from residential areas . 
o Locate staging areas as far away as possible from residential uses . 
o Use construction veh icles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size 

for the intended job. 
o Schedule work outside of normal hours for sensitive receptors (e.g. health care 

facility , church, school). 

F) Green House Gas Emissions and Climate Change 

The issue of global cl imate change is an important national and global concern. The 
transportation sector is the second largest source of total greenhouse gases (G HG) in the U.S ., 
and the greatest source of carbon dioxide (C02) emiss ions - the predominant GHG. Recognizing 
this concern, EPA notes that FHW A is working with other modal administrations through the 
DOT Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop strategies to reduce 
transportation's contribution to greenhouse gases, particularly C02 emissions, and to assess the 
risks to transportation systems and services from climate change. 
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adverse effects. 

We suggest that consideration be given to all the possible methods and techniques that 
might be employed to mitigate the negative impacts of the project on air quality. In addition, we 
note that air quality impacts during construction are potentially significant and construction 
periods can last from months to years. Mitigation of construction impacts should be fully 
considered and could include, but are not limited to the following: 

o Require heavy construction equipment to use the cleanest available engines or to 
be retrofitted with diesel particulate control. 

o Use alternatives for diesel engines and/or diesel fuels such as: biodiesel , LNG or 
CNG, fuel cells, and electric engines. 

o During wintertime construction, install engine pre-heater devices to eliminate 
U1mecessary idling. 

o Prohibit tampering with equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emission 
control devices effectiveness. 

o Require constTuction vehicle engines to be properly tuned and maintained. 
o Use construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size 

for the intended job. 
o Use water or wetting agent to control dust. 
o Use wind barriers and wind screens to prevent dust di spersing from the site. 
o Locate a wheel wash station and/or crushed stone apron at egress/ingress areas to 

prevent dirt being tracked onto public streets. 
o Use vacuum-powered street sweepers to remove dirt tracked onto streets. 
o Cover all dump trucks leaving sites. 
• Cover or wet temporary excavated material s. 
• Use a binding agent for long-term excavated materials. 
• Monitor for PM I 0 to allow for real-time modification or implementation of 

various dust control measures. 
• Locate diesel engines as far away as possible from residential areas . 
• Locate staging areas as far away as possible from residential uses. 
• Use construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size 

for the intended job. 
• Schedule work outside of normal hours for sensitive receptors (e.g. health care 

facility , church, school). 

F) Green House Gas Emissions and Climate Change 

The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern. The 
transportation sector is the second largest source of total greenJlouse gases (GHG) in the U.S., 
and the greatest source of carbon dioxide (C02) emissions - the predominant GHG. Recognizing 
thi s concern, EPA notes that FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the 
DOT Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop strategies to reduce 
transportation's contribution to greenhouse gases. particularly C02 emissions, and to assess the 
risks to transportation systems and services from climate change. 
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The Draft EIS should also discuss how the projected GHG emissions might affect federal 
and State GHG policies and goals. In Utah, the Governor's Blue Ribbon Advisory Council on 
Climate Change (BRAC) identified measures that the State could take to minimize the impacts of 
transportation-related GHG. The recommended measures include reducing VMT through 
developing and encouraging the use of mass transit, ridesharing, tel ecommuting 
(http://www.deq.utah.gov/BRAC_Climatel). Other strategies outlined in the BRAC report to 
reduce C02 at the source include promoting the use of low carbon fuels such as alternative fuels, 
bio-fuels and hybrid vehicles, vehicle technologies resulting in greater fuel efficiency, and 
implementing an idle reduction program for school busses and heavy duty trucks 
(http://www.deq.utah.govIBRAC_Climate/finaIJeport.htm). The relationship of current and 
projected Utah highway C02 emissions to total global C02 emissions is presented in the 
example table below and this type of table and information has been used in several other Draft 
EIS documents in Utah and Colorado. This table also illustrates the size of the project corridor 
relative to total Utah travel activity. We also note that EPA's MOVES20 I Oa model can be used 
to calculate GHGs. 

Example Table: Current and Projected Utah Highway CO2 Emissions 

Global CO2 Utah highway Projected Utah Utah highway Project 
emissions, 2009, CO2 emissions, 2030 emissions, % study area 
million metric 2009, MMT highway CO2 of global total VMT, 
tons (MMT)I emiSSions, (2009) %of 

MMT statewide 

- -- - .. _- '- -
VMT (2009) 

I EIA, International Energy Outlook 

Environmental Justice 

EPA is concerned about impacts to EJ communities in the project area. We are including 
questions EPA will ask when reviewing this document' s environmental justice analysis. These 
questions come from EPA Guidancefor Consideration of Environmental Justice in Clean Air 
Act Section 309 Reviews, dated July , 1999, to assure that the Draft EIS analysis is complete. 

• Were the minority characteristics of potentially affected communities identified? 
• Were the relevant indicators (e.g. , average median income) of the potentially 

affected populations identified? 
• Were potential environmental impacts to minority populations or low-income 

populations identified? 
• What were the levels of participation of the potentially impacted minority 

communities and low-income communities in scoping meetings and the comment 
process? What effort was made by the Federal agency to secure input and 
participation of potentially impacted minority communities and low-income 
communities? 
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The Draft EIS should also discuss how the projected GHG emissions might affect federal 
and State GHG policies and goals. In Utah, the Governor' s Blue Ribbon Advisory Council on 
Climate Change (BRAC) identifi ed measures that the State could take to minimize the impacts of 
transportation-related GHG. The recommended measures include reducing YMT through 
developing and encouraging the use of mass transit, ridesharing, telecommuting 
(http://www.deq.utah.gov/BRAC_Climatef) . Other strategies outlined in the BRAC report to 
reduce C02 at the source include promoting the use of low carbon fuels such as alternative fuels, 
bio-fuels and hybrid vehicles, vehicle technologies resulting in greater fuel effic iency, and 
implementing an idle reduction progran1 for school busses and heavy duty trucks 
(http://www.deq.utah.govIBRAC_Climate/final_report.htm). The relationship of current and 
projected Utah highway C02 emissions to total global C02 emissions is presented in the 
example table below and thi s type of table and information has been used in several other Draft 
EIS documents in Utah and Colorado. This table also illustrates the size of the project corridor 
relati ve to total Utah travel activity. We also note that EPA's MOYES2010a model can be used 
to calculate GHGs. 

Example Table: Current and Projected Utah Highway CO2 Emissions 

Global CO2 Utah highway Projected Utah Utah highway Project 
emiss ions, 2009, CO2 emissions, 2030 emissions, % study area 
million metri c 2009, MMT highway CO2 of global total YMT, 
tons (MMT)I emi SSions, (2009) %of 

MMT statewide 
YMT (2009) 

I EIA, International Energy Outlook 

Environmental Justice 

EPA is concerned about impacts to EJ communities in the project area. We are including 
questions EPA will ask when reviewing this document's environmental j usti ce analysis. These 
questions come from EPA Guidancefor Consideralion of Environmental Justice in Clean Air 
Act Sect ion 309 Reviews, dated July, 1999, to assure that the Draft EIS analysis is complete. 

• Were the minori ty characteri stics of potentially affected communities identified? 
• Were the relevant indicators (e.g., average median income) of the potentially 

affected popUlations identified? 
• Were potential envi ronmental impacts to minority populations or low- income 

populations identified? 
• What were the levels of participation of the potentially impacted minority 

communities and low-income communities in scoping meetings and the comment 
process? What effort was made by the Federal agency to secure input and 
participation of potentially impacted minority communities and low-income 
communities? 

8 



• Are the impacts to the minority populations and low-income populations 
disproportionately high and adverse as compared to the general population or the 
comparison group? 

• Ifa disproportionately high and adverse impact to minority and low-income 
populations is identified, can those impacts be mitigated? 

9 
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• Are the impacts to the minority populations and low-income populations 
disproportionately high and adverse as compared to the general population or the 
comparison group? 

• If a disproportionately high and adverse impact to minority and low-income 
populations is identified, can those impacts be mitigated? 
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us. DepCii III..,,-t 
of lu lIPO lulicA'l 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Mr. Sam Johnson 

Utah Division 

January 10, 2011 

Environmental Impact Analysis Process Manager 
75th CEG/CEVP 
7274 Wardleigh Road 
Hill AFB, Utah 84056-5137 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Re: Request to become a Cooperating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 
Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOn, is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah. The EIS may consider an interchange on 1-15 at 1800 North. The project area extends 
from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map) . 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and 
FHWA in the development of the 1800 North EIS. 

Cooperating Agencies are federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or that have special expertise 
regarding the evaluation of the project. The 1800 North EIS may consider alternatives that could 
impact lands owned by Hill Air Force Base. 

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR 
1501 .6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, 
participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern 
regarding the project's potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay 
or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other 
typica l roles of a participating agency include the following : 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need , reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, 
and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

65

us. Depalill """ 
ct lcJtSpoilalion 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Mr. Sam Johnson 

Utah Division 

January 10, 2011 

Environmental Impact Analysis Process Manager 
75th CEG/CEVP 
7274 Wardleigh Road 
Hill AFB, Utah 84056-5137 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801 -955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Re: Request to become a Cooperating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 
Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah. The EIS may consider an interchange on 1-15 at 1800 North. The project area extends 
from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map) . 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this 
letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a cooperating agency with UDOT and 
FHWA in the development of the 1800 North EIS. 

Cooperating Agencies are federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or that have special expertise 
regarding the evaluation of the project. The 1800 North EIS may consider alternatives that could 
impact lands owned by Hill Air Force Base. 

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR 
1501 .6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, 
participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern 
regarding the project's potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay 
or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other 
typical roles of a participating agency include the following : 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need , reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, 
and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 



Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a 
cooperating agency prior to February 10, 2011 . If your agency declines the invitation to become a 
cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency informs 
FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no expertise or 
information relevant to the project, and do not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly at (801).955-
3524 or at Edward .woolford@dot.gov. 

Sincere~ ____ 

~~ 7 __ ~ 
Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 

c: Mr. Charles Mace, UDOT Project Manager 
Mr. Chris Lizotte, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Ms. Betsy Skinner, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Mr. Stan Jorgensen, Horrocks Project Manager 

EWOOLFORD:dm 
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Please respond to FHWA in writing with an acceptance or denial of the invitation to become a 
cooperating agency prior to February 10, 2011 . If your agency declines the invitation to become a 
cooperating agency, your agency will become a participating agency unless your agency informs 
FHWA that you have no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project, have no expertise or 
information relevant to the project, and do not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly at (801).955-
3524 or at Edward.woolford@dot.gov. 

Sincere.'L? ----

~~ 7 __ ~ 
Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 

c: Mr. Charles Mace, UDOT Project Manager 
Mr. Chris Lizotte, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Ms. Betsy Skinner, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Mr. Stan Jorgensen, Horrocks Project Manager 

EWOOLFORD:dm 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

stan Jorapm,en 
Judy Imlay; Ryan Pitts 
Fwd : FW: SR 37 (1800 North) Project in Clinton 
Tuesday, January 11 , 2011 7: 15:33 AM 

»> "Ed Woolford" <Edward.Woolford@dot.gov> 1/11/2011 6:04 AM »> 
Please see response below and forward to project team. 

Edward T. Woolford <mailto:Edward.Woolford@DOT.gov> , Environmental Program Manager 
Federal Highway Administration 
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 

Main: (801) 955-3500 
Direct: (801) 955-3524 

From: Nathan_Darnall@fws.gov [mailto:Nathan_Darnall@fws.gov] 
Sent: Mon 1/10/2011 4:07 PM 
To: Woolford, Edward (FHWA) 
Cc: Betsy-Herrmann@fws.gov; pamkramer@utah.gov 
Subject: SR 37 (1800 North) Project in Clinton 

Ed, 

The U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service declines the invitation to be a cooperating agency for the SR 37 (1800 
North) Project in Clinton, Utah. The project sits within an urbanized area and contains few wildlife 
resources of interest. We will, however, act as a participating agency and provide input whenever 
possible. 

As you move forward with the project, please consider cumulative impacts to wetlands, aquatic sites and 
wildlife resources west of 2000 West. In addition, military installations such as Hill Air Force Base often 
provide refugia for wildlife due to limited or restricted human access; therefore, we also request that you 
evaluate impacts of the project on wildlife and wildlife habitat east of 1-15. 

Thank you, 

Nathan Darnall 

file: 65411-2011-CPA-0007 

< >-< >;;; <> - <>--<> ;;; < > -< >-< >;;; < > < > -< >;;; < > -< >;;; < >:;;; < >-< >- <> ;;; < > -< > :;;; <> -- < > :;;; <> :;;; < > 
<> 

Nathan L. Darnall 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Utah Field Office 
2369 Orton Circle, Suite 50 
West Valley City, Utah 84119 

801-975-3330 x137 
801-975-3331 (fax) 
nathan_darnall@fws.gov 
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Achieving sustainable native species and ecosystems through leadership, partnerships, and innovation 
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Mr. Jason Gipson 
Chief, Nevada-Utah Regulatory Branch 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
533 West 2600 South, Suite 150 
Bountiful, UT 84010 

Utah Division 

January 12, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Re: Request to become a Cooperating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 
Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear Mr. Gipson: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah. The EIS may consider an interchange on 1-15 at 1800 North. The project area extends 
from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

The 1800 North EIS may consider altematives that could impact Waters of the US, and may require a 
Section 404 permit. Pursuant to 33 CFR 325.8(c), "If another agency is the lead agency as set forth by 
the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1501.5 and 1501.6(a) and 1508.16), the district engineer will coordinate 
with that agency as a cooperating agency under 40 CFR 1501.6(b) and 1508.5 to insure that agency's 
resulting EIS may be adopted by the Corps for purposes of exercising its regulatory authority: With 
this letter, we extend the US Army Corps of Engineers an invitation to become a cooperating agency 
with UDOT and FHWA in the development of the 1800 North EIS, so that the EIS and all Section 106 of 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and Section 7 of the endangered Species Act (ESA) 
consultation initiated as part of the 1800 North EIS can be adopted by the Corps. 

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR 
1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, 
participating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern 
regarding the project's potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay 
or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other 
typical roles of a partiCipating agency include the following: 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. PartiCipating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, 
and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 
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Mr. Jason Gipson 
Chief, Nevada-Utah Regulatory Branch 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
533 West 2600 South, Suite 150 
Bountiful, UT 84010 

Utah Division 

January 12, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

Re: Request to become a Cooperating Agency for the 1800 North Environmental Impact 
Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear Mr. Gipson: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis 
County, Utah. The EIS may consider an interchange on 1-15 at 1800 North. The project area extends 
from 2000 West to 1-15 along 1800 North, a distance of approximately two miles (see enclosed Project 
Location Map). 

The 1800 North EIS may consider alternatives that could impact Waters of the US, and may require a 
Section 404 permit. Pursuant to 33 CFR 325.8(c), "If another agency is the lead agency as set forth by 
the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1501.5 and 1501.6(a) and 1508.16), the district engineer will coordinate 
with that agency as a cooperating agency under 40 CFR 1501.6(b) and 1508.5 to insure that agency's 
resulting EIS may be adopted by the Corps for purposes of exercising its regulatory authority." With 
this letter, we extend the US Army Corps of Engineers an invitation to become a cooperating agency 
with UDOT and FHWA in the development of the 1800 North EIS, so that the EIS and all Section 106 of 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and Section 7 of the endangered Species Act (ESA) 
consultation initiated as part of the 1800 North EIS can be adopted by the Corps. 

Cooperating agencies are, by definition, also participating agencies. In accordance with 40 CFR 
1501 .6 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, 
partiCipating agencies have the responsibility to identify as early as practicable, any issues of concern 
regarding the project's potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay 
or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. Other 
typical roles of a partiCipating agency include the following: 

1. Providing input on the purpose and need, reviewing and providing input to the range of 
alternatives considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the alternatives 
analysis. 

2. Participating in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 
3. Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to reflect the 

views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, 
and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 



If your agency accepts the invitation to become a cooperating agency, please sign the concurrence line 
below. In accordance with Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU; Public Law 109-059), codified as Section 139 of 
amended Chapter 1 of Title 23, United States Code (23 USC 139), if your agency declines the invitation 
to become a cooperating agency, please respond in writing that the USACE (1) has no jurisdiction or 
authority with respect to the project, (2) has no expertise or information relevant to the project, and (3) 
does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly at (801) 955-
3524 or at edward.woolford@dot.gov. 

Sincerely, 
DIfIOI\I' ligoMd by E"'-"d T, Wod/Iotd 

~~ 
DN:cn.(itWJtd T. WooIfotd,ozfedtQI 
..,.,.." AdrnWtImlon, 0IPUQh 

. -_~~T._,<>vS 
01111:: ;1011.01.12 11lSZoSO.o7'OO' 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 

c: Mr. Charles Mace, UDOT Project Manager 
Mr. Chris Lizotte, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Ms. Betsy Skinner, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Mr. Stan Jorgensen, Horrocks Project Manager 

EWOOLFORD:dm 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501 .5 and 1501 .6(a), 33 CFR 325.8(c), and Section 6002 of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the 
USACE accepts the invitation to be a cooperating agency under NEPA for the 1800 North EIS, and 
designates Fl-JlN;II;es the lead Federal agency for purposes of satisfying the requirements under 
Section 1 O~ N!'1PA and Sec~SA. 

Jason Gipsor'l;-\:151\CE' Branch Chief 
Nevada-Utah Regulatory Branch 

Date: ~O,£lI 
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If your agency accepts the invitation to become a cooperating agency, please sign the concurrence line 
below. In accordance with Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU; Public Law 109-059), codified as Section 139 of 
amended Chapter 1 of Title 23, United States Code (23 USC 139), if your agency declines the invitation 
to become a cooperating agency, please respond in writing that the USACE (1) has no jurisdiction or 
authority with respect to the project, (2) has no expertise or information relevant to the project, and (3) 
does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' respective 
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact me directly at (801) 955-
3524 or at edward.woolford@dot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Attachments: Project Location Map 

c: Mr. Charles Mace, UDOT Project Manager 
Mr. Chris Lizotte, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Ms. Betsy Skinner, UDOT Environmental Manager 
Mr. Stan Jorgensen, Horrocks Project Manager 

EWOOLFORD:dm 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501 .5 and 1501 .6(a), 33 CFR 325.8(c), and Section 6002 of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the 
USACE accepts the invitation to be a cooperating agency under NEPA for the 1800 North EIS, and 
designates FH s the lead Federal agency for purposes of satisfying the reqUirements under 
Section 10 of PA and Sec' of SA. 

Date: _ .:...;/z_'Z_ O:.../2_'Za_ l_' __ _ 
BY'-'7~~~~~~~~~-Jason Gipso , CE Branch Chief 

Nevada-Utah Regulatory Branch 



Military Installation Development Authority

January 18,2011

Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Pkwy
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
nicolet@horrocks.com

Re: Response to the request to become a Participating Agency for the
1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0

Dear Nicole Tolley,

We appreciate the request from UDOT to become a participating agency for the project
listed above. On behalf of MIDA, we accept the invitation and look forward to working
with your team throughout this process.

Please copy me with all correspondence:

3051 West Maple Loop Dr.
Suite 300
Lehi,Utah 84043
reid@infinityutah.com

Sincerely,

Reid Dickson, PE
MIDA Engineer

cc: Rick Mayfield, Executive Director

( 8 0 1 ) 5 9 3 - 2 1 1 2 450 S I M M O N S W A Y , SUITE 400 P . O . BOX 1 1 2 K A Y S V I I . I ^ E , IT T AII 84037
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MI][]DA 
• 

January 18. 20 II 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2 162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
ni co let@horrocks.com 

ftfilitury illslal/alion Developme" t A utllority 

Re: Response to the request to become a Participating Agency for the 
J 800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County. Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear icole Tolley. 

• 

We appreciate the request from UDOT to become a participating agency for the project 
li sted above. On bchalfofMIOA. we accept the invitation and look forward 10 working 
with your team th roughout thi s process. 

Please copy me with all correspondence: 

305 1 West Maple Loop Dr. 
Suite 300 
Lehi . Utah 84043 
re id@ infinityutah,com 

Reid Dickson. PE 
MIDA Engineer 

cc: Rick Mayfield. Executive Director 

l"OII.ill'l~:!II:!":;(I-:--.I""O''''''\' ... IITI . .. uPIi I H I '\;ll:.'h\\ ..... 'II'., IT\If""~I:~' 
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Colonel Kathryn L. Kolbe 
Vice Commander 
7285 4th Street, Suite liS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS 75th AIR BASE WING (AFMC) 

HILL AJR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

Hill Air Force Base, Utah 84056-5206 

Edward Woolford 
Federal Highway Administration 
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118-1847 

Re: HDA-UT 

JAil 24 IJII 

Acceptance to become a Cooperating Agency for the 1800 North Environmenlallmpact 
Statement, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 

Dear Mr. Woolford 

Thank you for your letter dated 1. 0 January 2011 inviting Hill Air Force Base (AFB) to 
become a cooperating agency along with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in the development of the 1800 North 
Environmentallmpact Statement (EIS). 

Hill AFB graciously accepts this invitation to become a cooperating agency and looks 
forward to working with UDOT and FHW A in the EIS process. 

My technical point of contact is Mr. Sam Johnson at (801) 775-3653 or at 
SamJohnsonrwHill.afmil. 

Sincerely 

Ll(f:H;iJunl~~ 
L. KOLBE, Colonel, USAF 

Vice Commander 



(3/29/2011) Project Management - TACOM/ANAD Contact Information EIS Coordination Plan Page 1

From: <roger.t.smith@us.army.mil>
To: <Edward.Woolford@dot.gov>
CC: <arthur.dahl@us.army.mil>, <billy.hill@us.army.mil>, <Cary.Young@us.army...
Date: 2/24/2011 11:11 AM
Subject: TACOM/ANAD Contact Information EIS Coordination Plan
Attachments: Part.001

Ed,

Respectfully request you add the following individuals as Participating Agency Members 
(both of us need to be aware of the impact to the DGRC facility with relation to the roadway):

Roger T. Smith
Chief Engineer DCS G4
TACOM LCMC, Warren MI
586 282-6389
Roger.t.smith@us.army.mil

Mike Mathews
Deputy PW
Aniston Army Depot, Aniston AL
256 235-4148
Michael.mathews@us.army.mil

Also please add the following person as a Cooperating Agency Member (This person 
will be able to assist you with desired NEPA documentation going on at the DGRC area):

Ken Ingram
Environmental Officer
Aniston Army Depot, Aniston AL
256 235-7943

Thanks,

Roger Smith
Engineer, DGS G4
TACOM LCMC
586 282-6389
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAF/IEI 
1665 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1665 

Mr. Edward Woolford 
Enviromnenta1 Program Manager 
Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division 
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City UT 84118-1847 

Dear Mr Woolford: 

MAR 28 2011 

In reply to the Federal Highway Administration Utah Division memo dated January 10,2011, the Air 
Force accepts the request to participate as a formal cooperating agency in preparation of an EIS on a proposal 
to address current and projected traffic demands on 1800 North (State Route 37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset UT. As prescribed for a Cooperating Agency in the President's Council on Environmental Quality 
National Policy Act regulations, 40 CFR § 1501.6, Cooperating Agencies, the Air Force will: 

a. Participate in the Scoping Process. 

b. Assume responsibility, upon request by your organization, for developing information 
and preparing analyses on issues for which we have special expertise. 

c. Make Air Force staff available to support interdisciplinary reviews. The installation 
poi1).t of contact will be Mr. Sam Johnson, Hill AFB NEPA Manager (75 CEG/CEVP), 
(801) 775-3653. 

The Air Force requests to be provided appropriate, related, information in a timely fashion to ensure 
unnecessary delays are avoided. In tum, the Air Force agrees to respond in a prompt manner. Should you or 
your staff have questions, our points of contact are Maj Jason Loschinskey, SAF/IEI, (703) 695-5730 and Mr. 
Jack Bush, Bases and Units, HQ USAF/A7CIB, (703) 614-0237. 

cc: 
SAF/IEE 
SAF/GCN 
HQUSAF/A7C 
HQAFMC/A7PX 
75 CEG/CEVP 

Sincerely, 

/ 
foJhlwrl ~O)SOt-

('fA THLEEN 1. FERGt&N, P.E. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

RECEIVED 
APR 0'4 aOn 

FHWA Utah DIVISIon 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAF/IEI 
1665 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1665 

Mr. Edward Woolford 
Enviromnenta1 Program Manager 
Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division 
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City UT 84118-1847 

Dear Mr Woolford: 

MAR 28 2011 

In reply to the Federal Highway Administration Utah Division memo dated January 10,2011, the Air 
Force accepts the request to participate as a formal cooperating agency in preparation of an EIS on a proposal 
to address current and projected traffic demands on 1800 North (State Route 37) in the cities of Clinton and 
Sunset UT. As prescribed for a Cooperating Agency in the President's Council on Environmental Quality 
National Policy Act regulations, 40 CFR § 1501.6, Cooperating Agencies, the Air Force will: 

a. Participate in the Scoping Process. 

b. Assume responsibility, upon request by your organization, for developing information 
and preparing analyses on issues for which we have special expertise. 

c. Make Air Force staff available to support interdisciplinary reviews. The installation 
poi1).t of contact will be Mr. Sam Johnson, Hill AFB NEPA Manager (75 CEG/CEVP), 
(801) 775-3653. 

The Air Force requests to be provided appropriate, related, information in a timely fashion to ensure 
unnecessary delays are avoided. In tum, the Air Force agrees to respond in a prompt manner. Should you or 
your staff have questions, our points of contact are Maj Jason Loschinskey, SAF/IEI, (703) 695-5730 and Mr. 
Jack Bush, Bases and Units, HQ USAF/A7CIB, (703) 614-0237. 

cc: 
SAF/IEE 
SAF/GCN 
HQUSAF/A7C 
HQAFMC/A7PX 
75 CEG/CEVP 

Sincerely, 

/ 
foJhlwrl ~O)SOt-

('fA THLEEN 1. FERGt&N, P.E. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

RECEIVED 
APR 0'4 aOn 

FHWA Utah DIVISIon 



 

 

 
 

Lynn Vinzant 
Clinton City 
2267 North 1500 West 
Clinton, UT 84015 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 Request for Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Input 
 
Dear Mr. Vinzant: 
 
We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency.  Your 
insight throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as 
the study progresses.  We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the 
project purpose.  
 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study.  We 
will develop a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will 
then narrow these alternatives through project purpose and critical 
environmental/design features screening.  As we proceed with this task it is important 
that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are important are considered. 
 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on 
additional alternatives that could be considered.  We are seeking this input from 
participating agencies as well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard 
mailer.  The highway build alternatives that we have developed are: 
 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to  
1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing.
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 Alternative 3 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 
5600 South, connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and 
add capacity to 800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at 
the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 4 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2000 West and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 5 – Build a new I-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 

1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 6 – Build a new I-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 7 – Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity 

to 1800 North, extend 1800 North across I-15 to Hill Air Force Base 
(Falcon Hill) with no interchange with I-15, and provide a grade 
separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project 
website (www.udot.utah.gov/1800north).   

 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will 
be considered.  These are: 
 

No-action Alternative  
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration.   This alternative assumes that 
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing.   It will also serve as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts that would occur with the build alternatives. 
 
Transportation System Management    
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes.  This alternative focuses on strategies to 
maximize the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection 
improvement, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary 
lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible 
work hours, and access management to reduce conflicts.
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Transit Alternative       
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include 
additional bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus 
service, or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 
   

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be 
considered. 
 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the 
study.   
 

Screening 1:  Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project.  Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose 
and Need. 
 
Screening 2.  Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive 
Screening 1.  Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need.  
Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need.  

 
Screening 3:  Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final 
screening.  The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, 
noise, relocations, economic impacts, and social impacts.  There may be features 
within the alternatives that will be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at 
the railroad crossing and providing improved access to I-15. 

 
We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be 
used to evaluate the alternatives. 
 
In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and 
screening criteria be provided by April 29, 2011.  Any comments should be provided 
to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 
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 We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study.  If you have questions or 

would like to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or 
nicolet@horrocks.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 
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Wayne Bennion 
Wasatch Front Regional Council 
295 N. Jimmy Doolittle Road 
Salt Lake City, UT 84116 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 Request for Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Input 
 
Dear Mr. Bennion: 
 
We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency.  Your 
insight throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as 
the study progresses.  We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the 
project purpose.  
 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study.  We 
will develop a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will 
then narrow these alternatives through project purpose and critical 
environmental/design features screening.  As we proceed with this task it is important 
that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are important are considered. 
 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on 
additional alternatives that could be considered.  We are seeking this input from 
participating agencies as well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard 
mailer.  The highway build alternatives that we have developed are: 
 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to  
1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing.
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 Alternative 3 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 
5600 South, connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and 
add capacity to 800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at 
the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 4 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2000 West and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 5 – Build a new I-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 

1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 6 – Build a new I-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 7 – Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity 

to 1800 North, extend 1800 North across I-15 to Hill Air Force Base 
(Falcon Hill) with no interchange with I-15, and provide a grade 
separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project 
website (www.udot.utah.gov/1800north).   

 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will 
be considered.  These are: 
 

No-action Alternative  
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration.   This alternative assumes that 
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing.   It will also serve as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts that would occur with the build alternatives. 
 
Transportation System Management    
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes.  This alternative focuses on strategies to 
maximize the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection 
improvement, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary 
lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible 
work hours, and access management to reduce conflicts.
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Transit Alternative       
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include 
additional bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus 
service, or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 
   

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be 
considered. 
 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the 
study.   
 

Screening 1:  Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project.  Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose 
and Need. 
 
Screening 2.  Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive 
Screening 1.  Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need.  
Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need.  

 
Screening 3:  Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final 
screening.  The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, 
noise, relocations, economic impacts, and social impacts.  There may be features 
within the alternatives that will be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at 
the railroad crossing and providing improved access to I-15. 

 
We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be 
used to evaluate the alternatives. 
 
In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and 
screening criteria be provided by April 29, 2011.  Any comments should be provided 
to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 
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 We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study.  If you have questions or 

would like to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or 
nicolet@horrocks.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 
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G.J. LaBonty 
Utah Transit Authority 
669 West 200 South 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 Request for Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Input 
 
Dear Mr. LaBonty: 
 
We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency.  Your 
insight throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as 
the study progresses.  We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the 
project purpose.  
 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study.  We 
will develop a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will 
then narrow these alternatives through project purpose and critical 
environmental/design features screening.  As we proceed with this task it is important 
that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are important are considered. 
 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on 
additional alternatives that could be considered.  We are seeking this input from 
participating agencies as well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard 
mailer.  The highway build alternatives that we have developed are: 
 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to  
1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing.
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 Alternative 3 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 
5600 South, connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and 
add capacity to 800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at 
the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 4 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2000 West and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 5 – Build a new I-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 

1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 6 – Build a new I-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 7 – Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity 

to 1800 North, extend 1800 North across I-15 to Hill Air Force Base 
(Falcon Hill) with no interchange with I-15, and provide a grade 
separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project 
website (www.udot.utah.gov/1800north).   

 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will 
be considered.  These are: 
 

No-action Alternative  
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration.   This alternative assumes that 
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing.   It will also serve as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts that would occur with the build alternatives. 
 
Transportation System Management    
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes.  This alternative focuses on strategies to 
maximize the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection 
improvement, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary 
lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible 
work hours, and access management to reduce conflicts.
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Transit Alternative       
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include 
additional bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus 
service, or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 
   

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be 
considered. 
 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the 
study.   
 

Screening 1:  Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project.  Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose 
and Need. 
 
Screening 2.  Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive 
Screening 1.  Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need.  
Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need.  

 
Screening 3:  Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final 
screening.  The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, 
noise, relocations, economic impacts, and social impacts.  There may be features 
within the alternatives that will be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at 
the railroad crossing and providing improved access to I-15. 

 
We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be 
used to evaluate the alternatives. 
 
In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and 
screening criteria be provided by April 29, 2011.  Any comments should be provided 
to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 
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 We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study.  If you have questions or 

would like to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or 
nicolet@horrocks.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 
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Mickey Hennessee 
Sunset City 
200 West 1300 North 
Sunset, UT 84015 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 Request for Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Input 
 
Dear Mr. Hennessee: 
 
We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency.  Your 
insight throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as 
the study progresses.  We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the 
project purpose.  
 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study.  We 
will develop a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will 
then narrow these alternatives through project purpose and critical 
environmental/design features screening.  As we proceed with this task it is important 
that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are important are considered. 
 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on 
additional alternatives that could be considered.  We are seeking this input from 
participating agencies as well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard 
mailer.  The highway build alternatives that we have developed are: 
 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to  
1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing.
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 Alternative 3 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 
5600 South, connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and 
add capacity to 800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at 
the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 4 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2000 West and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 5 – Build a new I-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 

1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 6 – Build a new I-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 7 – Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity 

to 1800 North, extend 1800 North across I-15 to Hill Air Force Base 
(Falcon Hill) with no interchange with I-15, and provide a grade 
separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project 
website (www.udot.utah.gov/1800north).   

 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will 
be considered.  These are: 
 

No-action Alternative  
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration.   This alternative assumes that 
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing.   It will also serve as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts that would occur with the build alternatives. 
 
Transportation System Management    
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes.  This alternative focuses on strategies to 
maximize the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection 
improvement, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary 
lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible 
work hours, and access management to reduce conflicts.
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Transit Alternative       
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include 
additional bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus 
service, or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 
   

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be 
considered. 
 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the 
study.   
 

Screening 1:  Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project.  Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose 
and Need. 
 
Screening 2.  Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive 
Screening 1.  Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need.  
Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need.  

 
Screening 3:  Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final 
screening.  The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, 
noise, relocations, economic impacts, and social impacts.  There may be features 
within the alternatives that will be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at 
the railroad crossing and providing improved access to I-15. 

 
We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be 
used to evaluate the alternatives. 
 
In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and 
screening criteria be provided by April 29, 2011.  Any comments should be provided 
to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 
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 We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study.  If you have questions or 

would like to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or 
nicolet@horrocks.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 
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Jason Thompson 
Military Installation Development Authority 
7955 South 2325 East 
South Weber, UT 84405 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
 UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0 
 Request for Range of Alternatives and Screening Criteria Input 
 
Dear Mr. Thompson: 
 
We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency.  Your 
insight throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as 
the study progresses.  We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the 
project purpose.  
 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

 Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving mobility and access to I-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
 Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study.  We 
will develop a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will 
then narrow these alternatives through project purpose and critical 
environmental/design features screening.  As we proceed with this task it is important 
that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are important are considered. 
 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on 
additional alternatives that could be considered.  We are seeking this input from 
participating agencies as well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard 
mailer.  The highway build alternatives that we have developed are: 
 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to  
1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing.
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 Alternative 3 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 
5600 South, connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and 
add capacity to 800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at 
the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 4 – Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 

2000 West and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 5 – Build a new I-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 

1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 6 – Build a new I-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 

2300 North and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing 
at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Alternative 7 – Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity 

to 1800 North, extend 1800 North across I-15 to Hill Air Force Base 
(Falcon Hill) with no interchange with I-15, and provide a grade 
separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA railroad crossing. 

 
Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project 
website (www.udot.utah.gov/1800north).   

 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will 
be considered.  These are: 
 

No-action Alternative  
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration.   This alternative assumes that 
short-term minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued 
operation of the existing roadway facility would be ongoing.   It will also serve as a 
baseline for comparing the impacts that would occur with the build alternatives. 
 
Transportation System Management    
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes.  This alternative focuses on strategies to 
maximize the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection 
improvement, turn lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary 
lanes, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible 
work hours, and access management to reduce conflicts.
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Transit Alternative       
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include 
additional bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus 
service, or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 
   

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be 
considered. 
 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the 
study.   
 

Screening 1:  Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project.  Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose 
and Need. 
 
Screening 2.  Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive 
Screening 1.  Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need.  
Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need.  

 
Screening 3:  Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final 
screening.  The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, 
noise, relocations, economic impacts, and social impacts.  There may be features 
within the alternatives that will be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at 
the railroad crossing and providing improved access to I-15. 

 
We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be 
used to evaluate the alternatives. 
 
In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and 
screening criteria be provided by April 29, 2011.  Any comments should be provided 
to: 
 
Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 
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We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study.  If you have questions or 
would like to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or 
nicolet@horrocks.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 
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us. Department 
ella ISPOIlolion 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Mr. Roger T. Smith 
Chief Engineer DCS G4 
U.S. Anny TACOM LCMC 
650 I E. 11 Mile Rd. 
Warren, MI 48397-5000 

Dear Roger T. Smith, 

Utah Division 

March 31, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

bttp://wv.'W.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.hnn 

In Reply Refer To : 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, tbe draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• lmproving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Dear Roger T. Smith, 

Utah Division 

March 31 , 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.tbwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that al l issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion 0 11 the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operationa l characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We wi ll develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and wil l then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 Nortb interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 Nortb interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
Nortb and 1300 Nortb, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 Nortb interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 Nortb (0 the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 Nortb , 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, ·and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A 

. railroad crossing. 
Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 

North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR!UT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.govI1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail , enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

& Screening 1: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening 1. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRIUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new 1-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, .and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new 1-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 

. railroad crossing. 
Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 

North, extend 1800 North across 1-15 to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with 1-15, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Ma intain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
wou ld occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation Svstem Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional conunuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

II Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identify those dlat meet the Purpose and Need 
for dle project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design a lternatives for the alternative(s) that surv ive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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'" Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(1) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within tbe alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15 . 

We request that you let us know ifthere are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove PJ..-wy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact N icole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within tbe alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-1 5. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with tbe study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2 162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward .Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Dear Sam Johnson, 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fbwa.dot .gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

1n Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 forthe 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking thi s input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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75th CEGICEVP D7274 Wardleigh Road 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5137 

Dear Sam Johnson, 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 841 18-1847 

801 -955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.tbwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to I-IS for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across 1-15 to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www. udo!. utah. govI1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-tenn 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
tbe efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

1h Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for tbe alternative(s) that survive Screening 1. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR/UTA railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR/UT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR/UT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udoLutah.govI1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that sbort-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities tbat maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing tbe innpacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
tbe efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxi liary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

1h Screening I : Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for tbe alternative(s) that survive Screening 1. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the ra ilroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know ifthere are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward.Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. !fyou have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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!<., Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(1) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that wi ll 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nico le Tol ley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com . 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Utah Division 
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In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA railroad crossing. 
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Dear Terry Rosapep, 

Utah Division 
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Salt Lake City, UT 84 1 18-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fbwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the envirorunental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• lmproving mobility and access to 1-1 5 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 orth study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical envirorunentalJdesign features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at tbe UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.govIl800north). 
In addition to the higbway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with tbe build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail , enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

!h Screening 1: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening 1. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at tbe 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www. udot. utah. gov/1800north). 
In addition to the higbway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that sbort-tenn 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway fac ility would be ongoing. It will a lso serve as a baseline for comparing tbe impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxi liary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail , enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request tbat you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

!h Screening I : Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen tbese design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(t) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet!lilhorrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward.Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nico1et@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

s~ 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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.£., Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the rai lroad crossing and provid ing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

ill order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to : 

N ico le Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicoletfal.horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward.Woolfo rd@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 80 J -763-5 J 54 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 



us. Department 
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Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Mr. Nathan 1. Darnall 
Ecologist 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-7603 

Dear Nathan 1. Darnall, 

Utah Division 

March 31, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118- 1 847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Part.icipating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation ofaltematives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A rai lroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 
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Dear Nathan L. Darnall , 

Utah Division 

March 31 , 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, ur 84 I 18- I 847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www . thwa.dot.gov/utdi v/utah.hon 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-VT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Red ucing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus ofthe study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on add itional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebui ld 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This al ternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It wi ll also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the bui ld alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
confl icts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identifY those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

!L Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identifY those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. El iminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
rai lroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are; 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility wou ld be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the bui ld alternatives. 

Transportation Svstem Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), rides haring, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
confl icts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study . 

.!h Screening 1: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screen ing 2. Develop design alternatives for the altemative(s) that survive Screening 1. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screen ing. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(1) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features with in the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and provid ing 
improved access to I-IS. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives . 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Sa lt Lake City, UT 84 11 8 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Progran1 Manager 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15 . 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
n icolet{@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Sa lt Lake City, UT 841 18 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to cliscuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Dear Jason Gipson, 

Utah Division 

March 31 , 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the envirorunental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Red ucing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobi lity and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical envirorunenta1/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Dear Jason Gipson, 

Utah Division 

March 31, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847 

801-955-3500 
801-955-3539 

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobi lity and access to 1-1 5 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation ofaltematives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new 1-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/ 1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-tenn 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway faci li ty would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing tbe impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation Svstem Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without bu ilding new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system througb activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxi liary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

lh Screening 1: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate tbose alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/ 1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-tenn 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway faci li ty would be ongoing. It wi ll also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxi li ary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexib le work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identifY those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

lh Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

Q., Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the altemative(s) that survive Screening l. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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£., Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove P~'W)' 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet(ci)horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole ToUey at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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£.. Screen in!! 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(1) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole To lley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, ur 84062 
nicolet@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 841 18 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole ToUey at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insigbt 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop tbe project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmentaVdesign features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Dear Larry Svoboda, 
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In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to I-I S forthe 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking fo r any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seek.ing this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative I - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new 1-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS , and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.govIl800north) . 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It wi ll also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
lncludes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without bu ilding new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxil iary lanes, lntelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail , enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

1l Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identifY those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eli minate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS , and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.govI1800north) . 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-tenn 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without bu ilding new travel lanes. This alternative foc uses on strategies to maximize 
tbe efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

b Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identifY those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
n icolet!CiJ.horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives tbat will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
n ico let@horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84 118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to cliscuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks .com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Dear Michael M. Mathews, 

Utah Division 

March 31, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9-A 
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801-955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to I-IS for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmentaVdesign features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR!UT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A railroad crossing. 
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In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobiljty and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and will then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you feel are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at tbe 
UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 Soutb and 650 Nortb interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North intercbange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at tbe UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new 1-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new 1-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with 1-15, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR!UT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/ 1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation ofthe existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identifY those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

1h Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identifY those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

Q., Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening 1. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new 1-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new 1-15 interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRR!UTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across 1-15 to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with 1-15, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRR!UT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.gov/ 1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its CWTent roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency oftbe existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

lh Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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£. Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(t) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-15. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 2011. Any comments should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet{@.horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward.Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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£. Screening 3: Use critical environmenta l factors and design features for the flnaJ screeniJlg. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts. and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to I-IS. 

We request that you Jet us know if there are other screening criteria you feel sbould be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask tbat any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by April 29, 201 1. Any comments should be provided to : 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicolet{@.horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 Soutb- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City. UT 841 18 
Edward. Woo1ford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 80 1-763-5 154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Sincer 

Edward T. Woolford 
Envirorunental Program Manager 
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In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the envirorunental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We have used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving mobility and access to 1-15 for the 1800 North study corridor 
• Improving safety and operational characteristics on the 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus ofthe study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and wi ll then narrow these 
alternatives through project purpose and critical envirorunental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important that all alternatives and screening criteria that you fee l are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global alternatives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a solicitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 South, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North interchange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

We appreciate your involvement in this project as a Participating Agency. Your insight 
throughout the environmental study will ensure that all issues are considered as the study 
progresses. We bave used your input, along with public input, to develop the project purpose. 
Based on all input, the draft project purpose is to address current operational and safety 
conditions and future 2040 traffic needs by: 

• Reducing congestion on the 1800 North study corridor 
• lmproving mobility and access to 1-15 for tbe 1800 North study corridor 
• [mproving safety and operational characteristics on tbe 1800 North study corridor 

Development and evaluation of alternatives will now be the focus of the study. We will develop 
a wide range of alternatives that may meet the project purpose and wi ll then narrow these 
alternatives througb project purpose and critical environmental/design features screening. As we 
proceed with this task it is important tbat all altematives and screening criteria that you fee l are 
important are considered. 
We have identified seven global altematives but are looking for any input on additional 
alternatives that could be considered. We are seeking this input from participating agencies as 
well as a sol icitation from the public through a postcard mailer. The highway build alternatives 
that we have developed are: 

Alternative 1 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Alternative 2 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2300 
North and 1300 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRlUTA railroad crossing. 

Altemative 3 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 5600 Soutb, 
connect 800 North to the 650 North intercbange and add capacity to 800 North, 
and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRlUT A railroad crossing. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new I-IS interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across I-IS to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with I-IS , and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives I thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www.udot.utah.govI1800north). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility would be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation System Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, turn 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, lntelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexib le work hours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you fee l should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identify those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

II Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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Alternative 4 - Rebuild 5600 South and 650 North interchanges, add capacity to 2000 West 
and Main Street, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 5 - Build a new 1-15 interchange at or near 1800 North, add capacity to 1800 
North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUT A railroad 
crossmg. 

Alternative 6 - Build a new I-IS interchange near 1800 North, add capacity to 2300 North 
and 1800 North, and provide a grade separated crossing at the UPRRJUTA 
railroad crossing. 

Alternative 7 - Rebuild the 5600 South and 2300 North interchanges, add capacity to 1800 
North, extend 1800 North across 1-15 to Hill Air Force Base (Falcon Hill) with 
no interchange with 1- 15, and provide a grade separated crossing at the 
UPRRJUT A railroad crossing. 

Figures showing Alternatives 1 thru 7 are attached and are also included on our project website 
(www. udot.utah. gov/ I 800north ). 
In addition to the highway build alternatives listed above, three other alternatives will be 
considered. These are: 

No-action Alternative 
Maintain 1800 North in its current roadway configuration. This alternative assumes that short-term 
minor restoration (safety and maintenance) activities that maintain continued operation of the existing 
roadway facility wou ld be ongoing. It will also serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts that 
would occur with the build alternatives. 

Transportation Svstem Management 
Includes activities that are intended to improve traffic flow and provide limited capacity 
improvements without building new travel lanes. This alternative focuses on strategies to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system through activities that include intersection improvement, tum 
lanes, signal coordination and optimization, ramp metering, auxi.liary lanes, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), ridesharing, transit promotion, flexible work bours, and access management to reduce 
conflicts. 

Transit Alternative 
Includes improving the existing transit system in the study area and may include additional 
bus turnouts, additional commuter rail trains, light-rail, enhanced bus service, or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT). 

We request that you let us know of any additional alternatives you feel should be considered. 
We will screen the alternatives to identifY those alternatives to be carried through the study. 

!h Screening I: Screen the global alternatives to identify those that meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project. Eliminate those alternatives that do not meet Purpose and Need. 

b. Screening 2. Develop design alternatives for the alternative(s) that survive Screening I. 
Screen these design alternatives for meeting Purpose and Need. Eliminate those alternatives 
that do not meet Purpose and Need. 
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~ Screening 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(f) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to I-IS. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should be used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screening 
criteria be provided by Apri l 29, 201 1. Any corrunents should be provided to : 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicoletlalhorrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or nicolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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~ Screen ing 3: Use critical environmental factors and design features for the final screening. 
The critical environmental factors may include Section 4(t) properties, noise, relocations, 
economic impacts, and social impacts. There may be features within the alternatives that will 
be analyzed separately, such as improving safety at the railroad crossing and providing 
improved access to 1-1 5. 

We request that you let us know if there are other screening criteria you feel should he used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

In order for us to proceed with the study, we ask that any input on alternatives and screerung 
criteria be provided by Apri l 29, 201 1. Any corrunents should be provided to: 

Nicole Tolley 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Pkwy 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
nicoletfa)horrocks.com 

Edward T. Woolford 
FHW A-Environmental Program Manager 
2520 West 4700 South- STE 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 
Edward. Woolford@dot.gov 

We appreciate your participation on the 1800 North study. If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these issues, please contact Nicole Tolley at 801-763-5154 or rucolet@horrocks.com. 

Attachments: Global Alternatives Figures 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 
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Project Management 

  
Nicole, 
  
I received your letter of March 31 requesting input on alternatives and screening criteria for the 1800 North EIS. 
  
UTA currently operates the Route 640 (800 passengers/day) along 1800 North between 1000 West and Main 
Street and would ask that any alternatives include sensitivity to maintaining existing bus stops. 
  
UTA is otherwise satisfied with the proposed alternatives and the screening criteria. 
  
Thanks, 
  
G.J. LaBonty 
‐‐‐ 
Strategic Planner 
Utah Transit Authority 
669 West 200 South 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
801‐237‐1979 
  

From:   "LaBonty, G.J. (Strategic Planner III)" <GLaBonty@rideuta.com>
To:    'Nicole Tolley' <NicoleT@horrocks.com>
Date:    4/12/2011 11:34 AM
CC:    "LaBonty, G.J. (Strategic Planner III)" <GLaBonty@rideuta.com>

Page 1 of 1

4/20/2011file://C:\Documents and Settings\nicolet.HORROCKS\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4...
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(4/20/2011) Project Management - FW: 1800 North (EIS) Comments Page 1

From: "Mathews, Mike CIV USA AMC" <michael.mathews@us.army.mil>
To: <nicolet@horrocks.com>
Date: 4/13/2011 6:49 AM
Subject: FW: 1800 North (EIS) Comments

Nicole,

Resending, I entered the incorrect e-mail address for you the first
time.

Thanks,

Mike

-----Original Message-----
From: Mathews, Mike CIV USA AMC 
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 7:39 AM
To: Tolley Nicole (Horrocks); Woolford Edward T. (FHA)
Cc: Smith Roger (TACOM); Hill, Billy (TACOMl)
Subject: 1800 North (EIS) Comments

Ms. Tolley and Mr. Woolford,

Anniston Army Depot would like to submit the following comments in
response to your 31 March 2011 letter identifying alternatives for the
1800 North Corridor EIS.

1. We do not have any issues with Alternatives 1-4.

2. For alternatives 5 and 6, additional dimensional information on the
proposed interchange is needed to determine the impacts on the Defense
Generator and Rail Center operations, which are located to the west and
northwest of the proposed new interchange. Can you provide a date when
this would be available?

3. Alternative 7 appears that it could be constructed with minimal
negative impacts on the  Defense Generator and Rail Center operations.

4. Recommend adding alternatives for I-15 interchanges at 1300 North and
2300 North.

5. Has consideration been given to the impact of the Front Runner
Commuter Train reducing automobile access requirements in this area,
particularly with future traffic requirements to the Falcon Hill site?

We look forward to continuing to work with you on this project.

Thank you,

Mike Mathews
Anniston Army Depot
Telephone: 256-235-6155
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION B 

Rer: 8EPR-N 

Mr. James Christian 
Division Administrator 
Fcdcrall-lighway Administration 
2520 West 4700 South. Suite 9A 
Sa lt Lake City. UT 841 18 

Mr. John Njord 
Executive Director 
Utah Department ofTransportalion 
4501 Soulh 2700 West. Box 141250 
Salt Lake City. UT 85114- 1250 

Dear Messrs . Christian and Njord: 

1595 Wynkoop Street 
DENVER, CO 80202·1129 

Phone 800-227-8917 
htlp:/IWww.epa.goIJ/region08 

MAY 02 1011 

Re: 1800 North Study Corridor: Alternative 
Seoping 

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Polic)' Act (NEllA) 
and Section 309 orthe Clean Air Act, the United States Environmental Protect ion Agency's 
(EPA) Region 8 office is provid ing alternatives scoping comments as a participat ing agency for 
the 1800 North Study Corridor in Davis County. 

The purpose o rlhis project is to address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North 
(SR-37) in the cities of Clinton and Sunset in Davis County. Utah. The proposal would consider 
various interchange alternatives on 1-15 at 1800 North , as well as a Tmnsportation ystem 
Management and Trans it Alternative. 

Regarding the three phased scrcening of proposals, EPA oflers the following suggcstions: 

• Impacts to the Environmental Justice (El) communities should be considered in any 
screening criteria. EJ communities have been identified in this community in an area 
where both an overpass at the Union Paci fi c and Frontrunner rai lroad cross ings and a new 
interchange at 1800 North and 1-1 5 are being considered. Both of these improvements 
would undoubtedly require substantial right-or-way acqui sition ncar potential EJ 
communities. The Draft EnvironrncntaJ impact Statement (DEIS) should clearl y identify 
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potential health impacts that may result from each alternative on identified EJ 
communities. 

• EPA req uests an opportlmity to review the three screening documents once they arc 
completed. 

We have attached add itional detailed comments ill response io your request for comments on 
additional needed environmental resource screening criteria. Thank you for Lhe opportunity to 
participate in the scoping process for the 1800 North Study Corridor EIS. By working together 
early in the NEPA process. we hope to be able to assist in developing an analys is that will 
adequately address potential environmental impacts and identify appropriate mitigation 
measures. I r you have any questions about our comments, please contact me at 303-312-6004, or 
you may contact Robin Coursen or my staff at 303-3 12-6695. 

Sincerely, 

~ -:l. (~~"{A.,.':;I.<--'" 
rry Svo(.a ' ) 

Director, NEPA Compliance and Rcviev •. Program 
Office of Ecosystems Protecti on and Remediation 

Enclosure: EPA's Detailed Seoping Comments 

cc: Edward Woolford, FHWA 
Brandon Weston, UDOT 
Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Engineers 

2 
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DETAILED SCOPI NG COMM ENTS 
1800 NORTH ST UDY CORRIJ)OR ALTERNATIVE SCOP[NG 

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts: 
It will be important to address the potential indirect and cumulative impacts of growth in the 
corridor, especially given the new development occurring on nearby Hill Air Force Base on the 
east side of 1-15. 

Air Quality: 

• As this project wi ll be located in Davis County, the air quali ty section or the document is 
very important and must c learly show that thj s project will not negati vely impact current 
air quality cond itions. Davis County is located wi thin a new PM25 24-hour national 
ambient ai r quality standard (NAAQS) nonanainmcnt area (see 74 FR 58688, 11/13/09) , 
Therefore. a thorough analysis of current conditions I trends, and an est imate of future 
conditions without thi s projec t and future conditions unde r the possible alternatives 
should be provided. 

A.) Rclcv.mt NAAQS and C urrent Designations: 

The current NAAQS of concern for this project are as be low: 

Davis County: 

• Carbon Monoxide (CO): Attainment area. 
• Ozone: 1997 8-hour NAAQS (80 ppb); Attainment area. 
• Owne: 2008 8-hollr NAAQS (75 ppb) is the current Federal ozone NAAQS, EPA had 

promulgated this NAAQS on 3127/08 (see 73 FR 16436) and was to complete 
designations by March or2010. On 1/19/10, EPA published a propose-.d rule regarding a 
reconsideration of th is NAAQS and delaying designations for the 2008 NAAQS until 
20 I I. EPA intends to issue a fi nal rule regarding its reconsideration of the 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS by July 3 1, 20 11 . The arca is nOt designated (EPA did not complete the final 
designation for this NAAQS at this time). 

• PM,., : Area is Nonallainment for the 2006 24-hour 35~g/mJ NAAQS (sec 74 FR 58688, 
11 /13/09). 

• PM 10: Area is Attainment. 
• Nitrogen diox ide (N02): Attainment arCH. 

B.) Baseline/Projected Analyses of Clean Air Act Criteria Pollutants: 

Below are our suggestions for a complete air quality discussion. The DEIS should establish 
the baseline and projected ai r emissions and concentrations of cri teria pol lutants and air 
qual ity status. The following should be considered for incl usion in the document: 

3 
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• The pollutants to be evaluated should inc lude carbon monoxide (CO), ozone precursor 
emissions or nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOe), and direct 
emissions of particu late matter (both PM2,s and PM lQ) and its precursor emissions (NOx). 

• Any local and regional monit.oring data. Local hal Spol monitoring and ambient 
monitoring projects implemented by the State or local air agencies might al so be sources 
of short or long-term data. EPA notes that NAAQS mon.itorlng data is available from the 
Stale and trends back at least live years to current status should be provided. We also 
note that the State is to have State-certified, and made available, NAAQS monitoring data 
up through 2009 (in addition, 20 I 0 dala arc 10 be Slale-certified by May I, 20 II). 

• Analysis of the NAAQS, detailed above in section A. above, shou ld be included. The 
rccent attainment or nonattainmcnl status, monitored cxccedances, and NAAQS 
violations should be discussed. 

• Any relevan t a ir modeling that has already been completed including regional dispersion 
modeling and hal spot assessments. Include relevant meteorology, such as windrose data . 
thai may impact pollutant transpon and dust. Describe the model that was used and 
include a summary of the va lues used for the model inpu t parameters. Note: Although 
this project will be located in Davis County (which would likely have been included in 
the modeling domain). please be aware that EPA Region 8 has taken issue with the PM 10 

dispersion modeling that was performed by the State for the rcdesign8tion to attainment 
for Salt Lake County. Utab County, and Ogden City and has published a proposed 
disapproval action in the Federal Register (see 74 FR 627l7, 12/1/09). 

• Include an inven tory ofmobi le source emissions in the area of the project plus a 
cumulative impacts analys is that accoun ts for both mobile and stationary sources. A 
reference point for mobile source estimates may be found in local and regional 
transportation plans or in a conformity determination. Please refer to the Wasatch Front 
Regional Counci l (WFRC) for informat ion on regional transportation plans and their 
conformity detenninations as they arc the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for 
this area. Please note, however, that WFRC performed its most reccnt confonnjty 
dctcnninations with EPA's MOB ILE6.2 model and consideration should be given to 
calculating the 1800 North projec t mobile source emi ssions with EPA's MOVES20 10a 
model. 

• Include a project specific analysis orall pollutant impacts fo r the project and alternatives . 
While EPA's Federal Register announcement on March 2. 201 0 (sec 75 FR 9411) notice 
is fairly clear about MOVES20 I 0 current applicability for conformity analys is, EPA is 
evaluating its usc in NEPA documents. In generaL EPA recommends that agencies 
consider using the same model , where applicable. for their NEPA onalyses as for their 
conformity analyses. I.n other words. EPA would not expect agencies to be requi red to 
usc MOVES2010a in the ir NEPA documents unti l after the confonnity grace period has 

4 
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expi red (March 2, 2012), but that we would recommend that agencies use MOVES2010a 
at the earliest feasible time and, if agencies such as metropolitan planning organizHtions 
(MI'O) used MOVES201 Oa for confonnity, EPA rccommends the use ofMOVES201 Oa, 
where applicable, for NEPA. in addition, on December 20, 20 10 EPA rumounced in the 
Federal Register (75 FR 79370) EPA's approval of the use of the MOVES2010a model 
for quantitative carbon monoxide (CO) and PM2,S I PM 10 hotspot analyses. This Federal 
Register notice also announced the availabi lity of EPA's final CO and PMu I PM 10 

project- level MOVES20 lOa guidance documents. Do note that EPA is providing a twO
year confomlity grace period (to December 20, 2012) for the requi rement to usc 
MOVES2010a for quantitative CO and PM" / PM " hotspot ana lyses . 

EPA Region 8, however, otTers the following clarificalion and recommendation for the 
1800 North project area: which is to use of the MOVES20 lOa model. When EPA 
announced the MOVES20 1 0 model on March 2, 20 10, we also provided links to specific 
OTAQ guidance documents fo r the use ofMOVES2010 fo r SIP and eonfonnity 
purposes. In OTAQ's gui.dance document "Policy G uida nce on the Use of 
MOVES20 10 for Stnte Implementation Plun Developmen t, Transportlt tion 
Con formity, and Other Purposes" (see; 
httn: llwww,epa.gov/otag/models/movesl420b09046.pdO, EPA states that for the new 24-
hour PM:u NAAQS nonattrunment areas, the attainment demonstration SIP revisions are 
to use MOVES2010 (ref. issue No.6 on page 7 of the document). As the 1800 North 
project will be located within a new 24-hour PMz.5 NAAQS nonatlainmen1 area, and the 
State has al ready started work on an attainment demonstration thut will usc 
MOVES20 10a, EPA Region 8 believes that to ensure continuity with Statc' s SIP 
development that MOVES20lOa needs to be used for thi s EIS. Although the WRFC may 
still usc MOBILE6.2 for conform ity determinations during the 2-year grace period, both 
the State's altainment demonstration and WFRC' s confomlity dctenninations wi ll have to 
be based on MOVES20 I Oa by March 2, 20 12. Therefore, using MOVES20 I Oa now wi ll 
facilitate thc evaluation of the final ElS to both the State' s SIP attainmcnt demonstration 
and future conformity determinations and would avoid the possible necess ity o r 
reconciling results from two different models as the environmental review process 
continues. 

• Mobi le source emissions should be estimated using EPA's MOVES20 1 Oa mobile sources 
emissions model and we recommend the use of EPA 's Compilation of Ai r Pollutant 
Emiss ion Factors, also known as AP-42 (for re-entrained road dust emissions). Please 
note that on February 4, 2011 Chapter 13.2.1 of AP-42 (road dust emissions for paved 
roads) was updated and tbat EPA published the Official Announcement in the federal 
Register (76 FR 6328). This Announcement Notice addressed the omcial release of the 
updated AP-42 section 13.2.1 and also described the implications for conformity 
detenninations (with a two-year grace period) . 

The emissions and air quality impacts associated wiLh each alternative. including the no 
build scenario, should be estimated and should include: 

The vehicle mi les traveled (YMT) from the best availab le trave l models for the 
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traffic and travel patterns estimated for the future transportation system under all 
build and no~bllild scenarios; 
All pollutants mentioned above including mobile sources air taxies or MSATs 
(see the MSA T di scussion below) and road dust; 
Analysis, where appropriate, of CO. PM2S. and PM ro using hot spot and ambient 
modeling methods; 
Construction impacts for each alternative. Construction impacts include the 
equipment exhaust emiss ions and dust created by construction equipment 

C.) Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Recent studies arc showing a variety of health~rclated effects ncar ltigh traffic areas. Hazardous 
Air Pollutants (I-lAPS) arc those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious 
health or environmental effects. Section I 12(b)( J ) of the Clean Air Act estab li shed the li st of 
HAPs. There arc currently 188 HAPs. In a rulemaking published on March 29. 2001, EPA 
identified 21 mobile source ai r taxies (MSATs), a subset of 1·IAPs with the addition of diesel PM 
and exhaust organic gases. 

EPA recognizes that the methods and procedures for assess ing the environmental impact of 
MSATs may be new to many parties working on transportation projects through the NEPA 
process. Policics, procedures, and methods for assessing MSA Ts in NEPA documents arc sti ll 
being developed. Although regulatory standards for MSATs have not been set there is substantial 
information on impacts that can be ascertained from emiss ions and concentrations data and 
est imates. There are also sc ien tifi ca ll y accepted and sound methods for assess ing the health 
impacts or exposure to MSATs. 

The leve l or analysis of MSA Ts is 1110St appropriately detemlined on a case-by~cnse basis, 
recognizing that each project has unique characteristics. The impact ofa proposed projec t should 
be analyzed appropriate to its significance, paying particular attention to providing infonllation 
tha t can be of use to the decision maker and that meets the needs of public di sclosure. The 
analysis should not be expected to be the same in eilher content or specificity for every project. 

An emissions inventory and estimated emissions of the MSATs of concern should be included in 
the DEIS. This can be pcrfonlled with the MQVES20 I On model. For purposes of compari son, it 
will be useful to detennine whether future conditions will be worse than baseline conditions, and 
whether one alternative is far worse than another, and what that might mean. Factors that should 
be considered should include: 

Immediate proximity ofa highway project to homes, schools, businesses. 
The avai lability of relevant MSAT monitoring dala and MSAT studies; and. 
The scale of the project (i.c., the size of the selected 1800 North project and 
highway volume of traffic , and particularly diesellruck traffic which has been 
identified as a major contributor of air toxics). 
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D.) Conformity Analys is 

The eventual project must be part of a conforming Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) before a DEIS can be finalized . The LRTP and TIP 
are addressed by the WFRe for this area. The DEIS should assess and discuss whether the 
project meets these requiremenls. In addition, the projec t concept and scope in the DEIS must 
not be significantly different from the project analyzed in the plan and TIP. This should be 
discussed in the DEIS. If a conformity ana lys is was completed in another document (WFRe), 
ensure that the latest planning assumptions and models were used. Please note that the WFRC 
has made nn initial conformi ty determination for the PM2 5 NAAQS nonatlainment area (for their 
area of responsibility) which was concurred on by EPA and approved by FHWA on Octohcr 8, 
2010. 

E.) Monitoring I Mitigation 

"nle DEiS should consider as appropriate, a discuss ion of potential monitoring for air quality 
especia ll y during construction activities. Factors that should be considered would be the 
immediate proximity ora highway project to homes, schools, bus inesses, and other sensitive 
popUlations. Although best management practices (BMP) will be utilized during construct ion, 
potential localized impacts from PM2 s and PM IO emissions could occur. A properly designed 
monitoring plan would demonstrate how well the preferred alternati ve resolves the identified 
issues and concerns by measuring the cOectiveness of the mitigation measures in controlling or 
minimizing adverse effec ts. 

We suggest that consideration be given to all the possib le methods and techniques that might be 
employed to mitigate the negative impacts orthe project on air quality. In addition, we note that 
air quali ty impacts during construction are potent iall y significant and construction periods cun 
last from months to years. Mitigation of construction impacts should be fu lly considered and 
could include, but are not limited to: 

• Requiring heavy construction eqtlipment to use the cleanest avai lable engi nes or to be 
retrofitted with diesel particulate control. 

• Require diesel retrofit of construction vehicle engines and equipment as appropriate. 
• Usc alternatives for diesel engines and/or diesel fue ls such as: biodiescl. LNG or eNG, 

fuel cells, and electri c eng ines. 
• For winter time construction; install engine pre.heater devices to eliminate unnecessary 

idling. 
• Prohibit tampering with equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emiss ion control 

devices etTectiveness. 
• Require construction vehicle engines to properly tuned and maintained. 
• Usc constnlction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engi nt.: size lor the 

intended job. 
• Us ing water or wetting agent to control dusl. 
• Us ing wi nd barriers and wind screens to pr~vent spreadi ng of dust from the si te . 
• I-laving a wheel wash stmion and/or crushed stone apron at egress/ingress arcus to prevent 
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dirt being tracked onlo public streets. 
• Using vacuum-powered street sweepers to remove dirt tracked onto streets. 
• Covering a ll dump trucks leaving sites. 
• Coveri ng or wett ing temporary excavated materials. 
• Us ing a binding agent fo r long-term excavated materials. 
• Monitoring for PM10 to allow for the real-time modification or implementation of various 

dust control measures. 
• Locating diesel engines as far away as possible from residential areas. 
• Locating staging areas as far away as possib le from residential uses. 
• Using construct ion vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size for 

the intended job. 
• Schedule work outside of normal hours for sensitive receptors; should be necessary onl y 

in extreme circumstances, such as construction immediately adjaccnt to a hCaJlh carc 
fac il ity, church, outdoor playground, or school. 

fo.) Green lIouse Gas Emissions and Climale Change 

Thc issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern. The 
Transportation sector is the second largest source of total greenhouse gases (G I-IO) in the U.S .. 
and the greatest source of carbo n dioxide (C02) emissions - the predominant 0 1-10. 
Recognizing this concern, EPA notes that FHWA is working with other modal administrations 
through the DOT Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecast ing to develop 
strategies to reduce transportation's contribution to greenhouse gases - particularly CO2 

emissions · and to assess the ri sks to transportation systems and services from climate change. 

The DEIS should also di scuss how the projected OHG emissions migh t affect fedcra l and slate 
GHG policies and goals. In Utah , the Governor's Blue Ribbon Advisory Council on Climate 
Change (BRAC) identified measures that the State could take to minimize the impacts o f 
transportation related GHG. The recommended measures include reducing VMT through 
deve loping and encouraging the use ofm3ss transit, ridcsharing, telecommuting 
(h ltp:llwww.deq.utah.gov/BRAC_Climate/). Other strategies outlined in the BRAC report to 
reduce CO2 at the source include promoting the usc of low carbon fuel s sllch as alternati ve fuel s. 
bio·fucls and hybrid vehicles, vehkle technologies resulting in greater fuel efficiency and 
implementing an idle reduction program for school busses and beavy dUly trucks 
(hllp:/lwww.deq.utah.gov/BRACClimate/finalrepOli.htm). Tbe relationship of current and 
projected Utah highway CO2 emissions to total global C02 emissions is presented in the example 
table below and this type of table and infomlation has been used in several other DEIS 
doc uments in Utah and Colorado. This example table also illustrates the size of the projec t 
corridor relative to total Utah trave l activity. We al so note that EPA's MOVES201 Oa model can 
be used to calculate OHGs. 
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Example Tnble: Current Ilnd Projected Utah Highway CO! Emiss ions 

Global CO2 Utah highw:ty Projected Utah Utah highw:ty Project 
emiss ions, CO2 emissions, 2030 emiss ions, % study area 
2009, 2009, MMT highway CO, of global total VMT, 
MMT' emissions, (2009) % of 

MMT shltcwidc 
VMT 
(2009) 

EIA. International Energy Outlook (MMT = million metric tons) 

Storm Water Runoff: 

• Normal highway runoff contains contaminants that could alTect surface and groundwater 
quali ty. The OElS shoul(charactcri ze the current quali ty of streams and ground wat.er 
resources in the vicinity of the project, as we ll as the quality o rthe anticipated highway 
runoO'. Copper, lend, nnd zinc at a minimum should be addressed. Ex isting water quality 
impainnents or cmuent limitations should be considered so that the storm water runofr 
rdated to both construction and post-construction does not cause or contribute to a 
problem wi th water quality standards. BMPs for collecting and treating stonn waler 
during construction and post-construction as required in state and federal pollution 
discharge pennits should be out li ned in the DEIS. The OEIS should include an estimate 
of increased stonn water flows from imperious surfaces for each aJtemmive and should 
add ress the potential effects or these increased flows to the adjacent receiving waters. 

• Provisions for hazardous waste contai nment in case of a spill , and the means of co llection 
and treatment of storm water runoff both during and after c.onstruction, sbol1ld al!':o be 
included. 
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Judy Imlay 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

For the AR, 
Thanks! 
Nicole 

Nicole Tolley 
Tuesday, May 10, 2011 4:03 PM 
Judy Imlay 
Fwd: Comments on 1800 North Global Alternatives 

»> "Wayne Bennion" <wbennion@wfrc.org> 5/5/201111:27 AM »> 
Nicole, 

As we talked, here are a couple of comments on the global alternatives. 

Thanks, 

Wayne 
(801) 363-4230 x1112 

1. If allernative 5 is not operationally able to handle the forecast travel demand, it would make sense to not exclude 
the possibility of looking at an interchange at 1800 North and rebuilding the other two interchanges, or the 
possibility of looking at an interchange at 1800 North and an overpass across 1-15 between 5600 South and 650 
North. 

2. I believe the highway improvements from the Regional Transportation Plan (except 1800 North widening and the 
1800 North interchange) are being included in each of the alternatives. If they are not already included, it would 
also make sense to include the transit improvements identified in the RTP in each of the alternatives. The 2040 
RTP is anticipated to be adopted later this month. Let me know if you need updated highway and transit project 
lists. 

1 
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Clint()n City 
2267 North 1500 West 

CLINTON, UTAH 84015 
Phone (801) 614-0700 Fax (801) 614-0712 

www.clintoncity.net 

August 31,2011 

Charles Mace, Project Manager 
SEP 6 2011 
Ut~h Dq)[ of i ,",'6. 

Mr. Mace, R 'on One 

As the Clinton City Council representing the interests of the citizens of Clinton, a 
majority of us arc concerneu about the scope of the 1800 North project. 

We have gained the understanding that the project proposes that the 1800 NOIih street 
width be as wide as 124 feet. This will have an extreme impact on the look of the street; 
the residential neighborhood, and the cOllllllercial district, all of which we are concerned 
about. 

Antelope Drive was given as an example of a 124 foot right of way which would be a 
major widening of 1800 North. We don't think our City can absorb that kind of impact. 
We have worked conscientiously and with great effOli as a City to provide a well 
landscaped downtown District which will be dramatically affected by an expansion of the 
road to 124 feet. All the landscaping taken would have to be replaced according to our 
oruinances and that would be a nightmare for you and the cOllllllercial establishments in 
Clinton City. 

We feel that there would be creative ways to expand 1800 NOIih if it is expanded without 
the impact that the 124 foot right of way would cause. Also, it is going to be very 
difficult to make a new I-IS interchange at 1800 NOIih; logistically it doesn't make sense. 

We feel that it would be better to improve the 5600 South Interchange and make 5600 
South the 124 ft right of way. There appears to be less housing that would be affected 
and less cOlllmerciallandscaping that would be destroyed; it would be a much easier 
expansion in our view. We would petition you to please consider that alternative. We 
feel that the damage you would do to the cOllllllUnity feeling in Clinton by expanding 
1800 North to 124 feet right of way is too much to do at this time. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



 

 

 
 

Clinton City Council 
Clinton City 
2267 North 1500 West 
Clinton, Utah 84015 
 
Re:  1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Davis County, Utah 
  
Dear Mayor and Council members: 
 
We appreciate your involvement in this project as a participating agency and would 
like to thank you for your comments outlined in a letter sent to the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) on August 31, 2011. The Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) process is still in the early phases and no decisions have been made. We have 
responded to each of your concerns as follows: 
 

1. “We have gained the understanding that the project proposes that the 1800 
North street width be as wide as 124 feet. This will have an extreme impact on 
the look of the street; the residential neighborhood, and the commercial district, 
all of which we are concerned about. 
 
Antelope Drive was given as an example of a 124 foot right of way which 
would be a major widening of 1800 North. We don’t think our City can absorb 
that kind of impact.” 
 
Response: The study team is currently evaluating a 110-ft typical section (86-ft 
of pavement) as the maximum width that the study team would consider for 
1800 North. The 110-ft typical would include 12-ft travel lanes, 14-ft median, 
12-ft shoulders, 2.5-ft curb and gutter, 4-ft parkstrip, and 5-ft sidewalks. 
Shoulders allow for bus service, on-street parking, refuge for stranded 
vehicles, easier ingress/egress for adjacent properties, and could accommodate 
bicyclists. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

September 28, 2011 
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2. “We have worked conscientiously and with great effort as a City to provide a 

well landscaped downtown District which will be dramatically affected by an 
expansion of the road to 124 feet. All the landscaping taken would have to be 
replaced according to our ordinances and that would be a nightmare for you 
and the commercial establishments.” 
 
Response: If a build alternative is selected, UDOT would replace as much of 
the existing impacted landscaping as possible. During the design phase, 
Clinton City would have the opportunity to provide input as UDOT implements 
its aesthetics policy. 
 

3. “We feel that there would be creative ways to expand 1800 North if it is 
expanded without the impact that the 124 foot right of way would cause.” 
 
Response: The study team is currently evaluating a 110-ft typical section (86-ft 
of pavement) as the maximum width that the study team would consider for 
1800 North. During the impact analysis phase of the EIS, the study team will 
examine ways to potentially minimize impacts along the 1800 North corridor, 
including alignment shifts and cross-section minimization measures. 

 
4. “Also, it is going to be very difficult to make a new I-15 interchange at 1800 

North; logistically it doesn’t make sense.” 
 
Response: The study team is still evaluating alternatives. At this point, two 
alternatives appear to meet the purpose and need for the project (to reduce 
congestion on 1800 North, to improve mobility and access to I-15, and to 
improve safety and operational characteristics on 1800 North). These 
alternatives are Alternative 5 and Alternative 7. Alternative 5 would consist of 
the following elements: 

 Build a new interchange at or near 1800 North 
 Add capacity to 1800 North 
 Add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North 

 
Alternative 7 would not include a new interchange at 1800 North, and would 
consist of the following elements: 

 Rebuild the 5600 South interchange 
 Rebuild the 650 North interchange 
 Extend 1800 North east into Hill AFB (no interchange) 
 Add capacity to 1800 North 
 Add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North 
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5. “We feel that it would be better to improve the 5600 South Interchange and 

make 5600 South the 124 ft right of way. There appears to be less housing that 
would be affected and less commercial landscaping that would be destroyed; it 
would be a much easier expansion in our view. We would petition you to 
consider that alternative.” 
 
Response: Wasatch Front Regional Council’s 2011-2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan has already planned for 5600 South to be widened to four 
travel lanes. When conducting our traffic analyses it is assumed that all funded 
projects included on the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan would be built by 
2040. Both 1800 North and 5600 South would need to be widened to meet the 
transportation needs of the area. The widening of 5600 South will need to be 
evaluated later and as part of another project. 
 
Also, the study team did examine an alternative that would widen 5600 South 
to six travel lanes (Alternative 3). This alternative included the following 
elements: 

 Rebuild the 5600 South interchange 
 Rebuild the 650 North interchange 
 Add capacity to 5600 South (beyond recommendations in Regional 

Transportation Plan) 
 Add capacity to 800 North and connect 800 North to the 650 North 

interchange 
 Add a grade-separated railroad crossing on 1800 North 

 
These improvements were unable to address the transportation needs of the 
study area and Alternative 3 was eliminated from further study. 

 
6. “We feel that the damage you would do to the community feeling in Clinton by 

expanding 1800 North to 124 feet of right of way is too much to do at this 
time.” 

 
Response: A five-lane section is consistent with Clinton City’s Transportation 
Master Plan. Please advise UDOT if the Transportation Master Plan has 
changed. 
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The study team had planned to meet with you on August 23, but we were informed 
that the meeting had been canceled. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with 
you and discuss these concerns further at your availability. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Charles Mace, PE 
UDOT Project Manger 
 
 
cc: Project File 
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0 
us. Department 
cl 'ia'lsportafioo 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Roger T. Smith 
Chief Engineer DCS 04 
TACOMLCMC 
Warren MI 48397 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Utah Division 

October 25, 2011 

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT 84129-1874 

(801) 955-3500 
(801) 955-3539 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), on behalf of the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating this contact in order to update you on the progress of the 
1800 North Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) currently being conducted by FHW A and 
UDOT, and to discuss the issue ofthe potential relocation of the U.S. Army Tooele Army Rail 
Shop (TARS). The TARS is included in the Enhance Use Lease program area, currently referred 
to as Falcon Hill, which was evaluated in a U.S. Air Force June 2008 environmental assessment 
and authorized pursuant to Title 10, USC Section 2667. 

A range of potential alternatives for the 1800 North project has been developed, which has 
undergone an intensive screening process and has been vetted through the public involvement 
process using direct mail solicitation of input and a public open house. Several alternatives have 
been removed from further consideration due to their inability to meet the purpose and need for 
the project. 

Of the alternatives that remain under consideration for further study in the EIS, there are certain 
alternatives that would necessitate the use of the area currently occupied by the TARS. While 
this study is still in a preliminary stage and no decisions have been made as to what, if any, 
particular improvements should be undertaken in the project area, FHWA felt that it was 
important at this stage of the proceedings to clarify the project teams understanding relative to 
the TARS relocation. 

FHWA understands there are current efforts underway on behalfofboth the U.S. Air Force and 
the U.S. Army, independent ofUDOT's 1800 North project, to relocate the TARS. Currently, 
FHW A and UDOT anticipate proceeding with the 1800 North EIS study under the assumption 
that the TARS will not be in its present location when the 1800 North Project would be 
constructed and the site will be vacant. Based on this assumption, FHW A does not anticipate 
functional replacement of the TARS facility. Please confirm that this is a correct understanding. 

141

us. Department 
c:i",u tSP01afioo 
Federal HIghway 
Administration 

Roger T. Smith 
Chief Engineer DCS 04 
TACOMLCMC 
Warren MI 48397 
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http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/utdiv/utah.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
HDA-UT 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), on behalf of the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), is initiating this contact in order to update you on the progress of the 
1800 North Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) currently being conducted by FHWA and 
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important at this stage of the proceedings to clarify the project teams understanding relative to 
the TARS relocation. 
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We appreciate your willingness to work with us on this project and look forward to continued 
coordination. Please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524 or Edward.WoolfordtmDOT.gov, if 
you have questions or would like to further discuss. 

ETW/dm 

cc: Mike Mathews 
Deputy PW, Aniston Army Depot, 
7 Frankfurt Ave., Building 48, 
Aniston, AL 36201-4199 

Ken Ingram 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Environmental Officer, Aniston Army Depot, 
7 Frankfurt Ave., Building 48, 
Aniston, AL 36201-4199 

Mark Holt 
Falcon Hill Project Engineer 
Hill Air Force Base 
7274 Wardleigh Rd 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5137 
mark.holt@hill.af.mil 

Sam Johnson 
75th CEG/CEVP 
7274 Wardleigh Road 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5137 
sam.johnson@.hill.af.rnil 
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We appreciate your willingness to work with us on this project and look forward to continued 
coordination. Please contact me directly at (801) 955-3524 or Edward.WoolfordIalDOT.gov, if 
you have questions or would like to further discuss. 
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ETW/dm 

cc: Mike Mathews 
Deputy PW, Alliston Army Depot, 
7 Frankfurt Ave., Building 48, 
Alliston, AL 36201-4199 

Ken Ingram 

Edward T. Woolford 
Environmental Program Manager 

Environmental Officer, Alliston Army Depot, 
7 Frankfurt Ave., Building 48, 
Alliston, AL 36201-4199 

Mark Holt 
Falcon Hill Project Engineer 
Hill Air Force Base 
7274 Wardleigh Rd 
Hill AFB, OT 84056-5137 
mark.holt@hill.af.mil 

Sam Johnson 
75 th CEG/CEVP 
7274 Wardleigh Road 
Hill AFB, OT 84056-5137 
sam.jolmsonlalhill.af.mil 
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Clintun Cit~ 
2267 North 1500 West 

CLINTON, UTAH 84015 
Phone (801) 614-0700 Fax (801) 614-0712 

www.clintoncity.net 

Stan Jorgensen, P.E. 
Horrocks Engineers 
2162 W. Grove Parkway 
Suite 400 
Pleasant Grove, VI 84062 

RE: 1800 North (Hwy 37) Project 

Dear Stan: 

March 8, 2012 

First of all, I thank you and Bret Slater for attending our City Council on Feb 28th and 
providing us information on the 1800 North project. I am sending this letter by unanimous 
consent of myself, Mayor 1. Mitch Adams, and the entire City Council , consisting of Anna 
Stanton, Brice Mitchell, Cheri Reed, Blair Bateman, and Joanne Hansen. 

As stated at the Feb 28th meeting, we want to go on record and make ourselves perfectly 
clear, that we want the landscaping of our commerciallbusiness area along 1800 N . to not be 
diminished in its quality or quantity by the planned widening of 1800 N. We understand that 
there may be a need to widen the roadway in some of these developed commercial areas, yet as 
part of your planning and follow-up with construction we want landscape maintained. 

We have diligently sought to establish outstanding landscaping within our downtown 
commercial area. We want any construction within this area to enhance and not detract or lessen 
the existing landscapes. The landscape setbacks that are required by our Ordinances provide not 
only for the landscaped vistas, but also a buffer area between the roadway and the businesses. A 
taking of some of this bufferflandscape area must be fully mitigated through City approved 
landscape replacement and enhancements. 

On behalf of Clinton City, 

Sincerely yours, 

d1?alt ~ij~' /J 
1. Mitch Adams ' 
Mayor 

cc: council, files 
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March 14, 2012 

Utah Department of Transportation 
AnN: Bret Slater, Project Manager 1800 N (SR-37 EIS Study) 

166 W Southwell Street 
Ogden, Utah 84404 

UTA~ 

;: \ ~" 1""1 ,', " I 

SUBJECT: Letter of Record Regarding the Development ofTransit along 1800 North, Clearfield/Clinton 

Bret : 

The purpose of this letter is to inform UDOT and other interested parties of the interest the Utah Transit 

Authority (UTA) has in the development of an interchange in the vicinity of 1800 north near the future 

Falcon Hi ll development. We also have an interest in the connection of 1800 N with the Falcon Hill 

Development, nearby Park-&-Ride facilities and other transit-oriented developments. 

UTA anticipates Falcon Hill will become a major attraction and destination which will generate an 

increase in vehicle traffic. A primary mission of the Authority is to capture a portion of these travelers to 

redu ce traffic congestion and contribute to cleaner air. UTA anticipa tes the introduction of any 

combination of the following modes to serve the area: local bus, bus rapid transit, light rail, and 

connectors to commuter rail. UTA also envisions a park-and-ride facility near the area as increased 

transit opportunities will attract commuters to other areas. 

We request that UTA be consulted early in the planning process to consider bus operations and sa fety in 

design specifications. 

The point of contact for this request is Bart Dean (801) 626-1246, 

W.~0~~7 
William Wright, Jr. 
Acting Regional General Manager 
Mt. Ogden Business Unit 

~:' /. 1.} ·,-1 , , 



 
 
April 17, 2012 
 
Mr. Paul West 
Utah Department of Transportation 
4501 South 2700 West Box 148450 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-8450 
 
Subject:  1800 North (SR-37) 2000 West to Main Street Environmental Study 
                UDOT Project No. F-0037(4)0, PIN 6552 
 
Dear Paul: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT), has initiated an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address current and 
projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37). The project is located in the cities of Clinton and Sunset 
in Davis County, Utah.  The project area extends from approximately 2000 West to beyond I-15 along 
1800 North (see enclosed Project Location Map). 
 
A range of potential alternatives for the 1800 North project has been developed, which has undergone an 
intensive screening process and has been vetted through the public involvement process using direct 
mail solicitation of input and a public open house.  Several alternatives have been removed from further 
consideration due to their inability to meet the purpose and need for the project.   
 
Of the alternatives that remain under consideration for further study in the EIS, all would widen 1800 
North to a five lane cross-section, with additional widths required for the intersections at 1800 North and 
2000 West and 1800 North and Main Street, provide a grade separated structure over the existing 
railroad at 1800 North and 500 West, and construct a new interchange on I-15 at 1800 North.   
 
At this time we request your assistance in identifying any potential for Threatened and Endangered 
Species within or near the project area (see attached map) and in coordinating with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, if required.   
 
We also request your assistance in identifying any potential issues that would affect wildlife, habitat, big 
game migration routes, fish passage, habitat connectivity, or State Sensitive Species within or near the 
project area. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at 801-763-5184 or 
ryanp@horrocks.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
HORROCKS ENGINEERS 
 
 
 
Ryan Pitts 
 
Enclosures: Project Location Map 

Tel:  801.763.5100 
Salt Lake line:  532.1545 

Fax:  801.763.5101 
In state toll free:  800.662.1644 

2162 West Grove Parkway Ste 400 
Pleasant Grove, Utah  84062 
www.horrocks.com 
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Memorandum                   
 
To: Ryan Pitts 
 Horrocks Engineers 
 
From: Paul W. West, Wildlife/Wetlands Biologist 
 UDOT, Environmental Services 
 
Date: April 24, 2012 
 
Re: F-0037(4)0 – SR-37 (1800 North), 2000 West to Main Street Environmental Study, Davis 

County (PIN 6552) 
 
CC: Brandon Weston – UDOT, Environmental Services 
 Chris Lizotte – UDOT, Region 1 

Scott Walker – UDWR, Northern Region 
Pam Kramer – UDWR, Northern Region 
File 

 
Encls: 
 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) has initiated an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to 
address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) from approximately 2000 
West to beyond I-15 in Clinton and Sunset, Davis County (see location map). 
 
Of the alternatives under consideration, all would widen 1800 North to a five-lane cross-section, 
with additional widths required for the intersections at 1800 North and 2000 West, and 1800 
North and Main Street. They would also provide a grade separated structure over the existing 
railroad at 1800 North and 500 West and construct a new interchange on I-15 at 1800 North. 
 
A review of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Natural Heritage Program (UDWR/NHP) 
2011 database indicates that no federally listed, threatened, endangered or candidate species or 
any critical habitat would be affected. 
 
In accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service memo dated January 27, 2006, we are not 
required to obtain concurrence letters from them for “no-effect” determinations. Therefore, this 
memo is issued in-lieu of their concurrence for your environmental documentation. 
 
------------------------------------------------ 
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I have also assessed this project with regard to other wildlife issues as required in the UDOT 
Environmental Study Form. Based on the UDWR/NHP 2011 database, UDOT’s Traffic and 
2003 to 2005 Safety data, and UDOT’s Wildlife Connectivity 2007 database it is my opinion that 
this project would have no negative affect to state-sensitive species, important wildlife habitat, 
big game migration routes, habitat connectivity, migratory birds, fish spawning habitat, or to fish 
passage. 
 
If you have any questions, please call me at (801) 633-8747, or email at paulwest@utah.gov. 
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State of Utah 

GARY R. HERBERT 
Governor 

GREG BELL 
Lieutenant Governor 

September 18,2012 

Mr. Cory Jensen 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

JOHN R. NJORD, P.E. 
Executive Director 

CARLOS M. BRACERAS, P.E. 
Deputy Director 

Senior Preservation Program Specialist 
Division of State History 
300 Rio Grande 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101-1182 

/2. '-) fr~ 
Received 

SEP 2 tl 2n~'l 

USHP(\I 

RE: UDOT Project Number: F-0037(4)0; 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Clinton and Sunset, 
Davis County, Utah (PIN 6552) 
Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Adverse Effect. 

Dear Mr. Jensen: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) and Clinton City and Sunset City, Utah, initiated an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a 
proposal to address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) from the 2000 West and SR-37 
intersection on the western end to the Hill Air Force Base (HAFB) Falcon Hill lease area east ofI-15 on the 
eastern end (see enclosed Undertaking Location Map). 

In accordance with the First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the 
Utah Department 0/ Transportation, the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation Regarding Section 106 Implementation/or Federal-Aid Transportation Projects in the 
State o/Utah (executed April 16, 2010), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended (16 U.S.c. § 470 et seq.), and U.C.A.9-8-404, the FHW A and the UDOT are taking into account the 
effects of this undertaking on historic properties, and are affording the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) and the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (USHPO) an opportunity to comment on the 
undertaking and its effects. This letter contains the Section 106 Determination of Eligibility and the Finding of 
Effects (DOE FOE) determination for historic properties within the APE. The enclosed Tables 1-4 and inserted 
Table 5 summarize the DOE FOE. 

UNDERTAKING DESCRIPTION 

FHWA and UDOT propose transportation improvements on SR-37 between 2000 West and 1-15. These 
improvements would include: 

Region One Headquarters· 166 West Southwell Street· Ogden, Utah 84404 
telephone (801) 620-1600' facsimile (HOI) 620-1665' www.udot.utah.gov 
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• Widening 1800 North to a five-lane section (two travel lanes in each direction, a permissive left-tum lane, 
shoulder, curb and gutter, park strip, and sidewalk) for most of the corridor. As 1800 North approaches 
Main Street and 2000 West, 1800 North would require additional lanes to accommodate turning 
movements. 

• Raising 1800 North over the UPRRlUTA mainlines at approximately 500 West. 
• Constructing a new interchange with 1-15 at 1800 North. 

During the currently on-going environmental impacts review process conducted in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), several alternatives have been examined that would implement the above
noted transportation improvements and avoid or minimize impacts to environmental resources. Six alternatives -
Alternatives A-F (see the enclosed Historic Property Impacts Figures for a visual of the alternatives) - are being 
carried through a detailed environmental impacts analysis, which includes this FOE determination for historic 
properties. Between 2000 West in Clinton and 300 West in Sunset, the six alternatives are the same. The proposed 
SR-37 alignment would shift to avoid or minimize impacts to important environmental resources. Between 300 
West and 1-15 in Sunset, the alternatives differ. The six alternatives' differences and similarities are described 
below: 

• Alternatives A, B, C: Between 300 West and 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would shift north. Between 300 
West and 1-15 in Sunset, Alternatives A, B, and C would maintain the existing right-of-way for south-side 
properties and would require right-of-way from the north-side properties only. 

• Alternative A: At 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would tie into a new interchange with 1-15 that would shift 
1-15 east to provide adequate separation between Main Street (SR-126) and the 1-15 ramps. 

• Alternative B: At 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would tie into a new interchange with 1-15 that would 
provide flyover ramps to the east side ofI -15. 

• Alternative C: At 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would tie into a new interchange with 1-15 that would 
provide flyover ramps to the east side of 1-15. The flyover ramps would be shifted to the south to avoid 
the Army Rail Shop (buildings along Aspen Ave on the HAFB, see enclosed Table 1). 

• Alternatives D, E, F: Between 300 West and 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would shift south. Between 300 
West and 1-15, Alternatives D, E, and F would maintain the existing right-of-way for north side properties 
and would require right-of-way from the south side properties only. 

• Alternative D: At 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would tie into a new interchange with 1-15 that would shift 
1-15 east to provide adequate separation between Main Street and the 1-15 ramps, as with Alternative A. 

• Alternative E: At 1-15, the SR -37 alignment would tie into a new interchange with 1-15 that would 
provide flyover ramps to the east side ofI-15, as with Alternative B. 

• Alternative F: At 1-15, the SR-37 alignment would tie into a new interchange with 1-15 that would 
provide flyover ramps to the east side ofI-15, as with Alternative C. The flyover ramps would be shifted 
to the south to avoid the Army Rail Shop. 

Several interchange options have been explored and, to ensure that all the potential environmental impacts are 
being considered for the interchange options, a large enough area is being examined in the location of the 
proposed interchange options. 

After the environmental impacts analysis is completed, an alternative that avoids and/or minimizes impacts to 
environmental resources will be selected as the preferred alternative. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS AND SURVEY METHODS 

In a meeting on August 17, 2011, the FHW A and the UDOT consulted with the USHPO and cultural resource 
management personnel from the HAFB regarding the area of potential effects (APE) and cultural resource 
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identification efforts for both architecture and archaeology. The APE, as illustrated in the enclosed Undertaking 
APE Map, was agreed on during the consultation meeting. Agreement on identification efforts for historic 
architecture and archaeological resources included conducting a reconnaissance-level survey of all historic 
structures within the APE and conducting a reconnaissance-level survey (windshield survey to identify potential 
archaeological resources) and selective intensive-level pedestrian survey (in open, public-property areas where 
ground visibility is high and viewing open private property areas where possible) for all archaeological resources 
within the APE. 

Following consultation on the APE and with the USHPO, A Class I Records Search, field inventories, and 
consultation with Native American tribes on traditional cultural properties and other historic property types, were 
conducted to identify any cultural resources within the undertaking's area of potential effects (APE). Copies of 
the architectural and archaeological resources inventory results reports - Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey: 
Clearfield, Clinton, Hill Air Force Base, and Sunset in Davis County, Utah Roy in Weber County, Utah (Calkins, 
Hansen, Lord 2012), Addendum to the Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey: Clearfield, Clinton, Hill Air Force 
Base, and Sunset in Davis County, Utah Roy in Weber County, Utah (Calkins 2012), and A Reconnaissance 
Survey of Archaeological Resources within the 1800 North Environmental Study Area, Davis and Weber 
Counties, Utah (Fergusson 2012) - and associated documentation materials are enclosed with this letter. 

As illustrated in the enclosed Project APE Map, the APE is primarily one property parcel wide north and south of 
the SR-37 roadway edge boundary and runs along SR-37 beginning approximately 1,100 feet west of the SR-37 
and 2000 West intersection and extending east of 1-15 approximately 2,300 feet. East of the SR-37 terminus the 
APE is much larger so as to encompass the foot print of a proposed 1-15 interchange. From SR-37 and SR-126 
and I-IS the APE extends northward approximately 3,700 feet and southward to the 650 North interchange and 
includes the right-of-way for the interchange and a short section of SR-126 (about 650 feet south of the 650 North 
and SR-126 intersection) at one property parcel in width east and west ofSR-126. The APE also includes the 
5600 South interchange to the north, which encompasses the 5600 South interchange right-of-way, the 1-15 and 
adjacent frontage road (just east ofl-15) right-of-way between 5600 South and the next Riverdale exit to the 
north, an area one property parcel deep surrounding the SR-126 and 5600 South intersection, portions of the Hill 
Air Force Base near the Aerospace Museum, and a short section of SR-126 right-of-way (about 680 feet) south of 
the SR-126 and 5600 South intersection. 

CH2M Hill conducted a reconnaissance-level survey for archaeological resources within the APE, focusing on 
identifying areas where the ground was visible and not obstructed by buildings, pavement, or other surfaces and 
where cultural resources may potentially be encountered. Once open areas with a high-level of ground visibility 
were identified, CH2M Hill conducted a pedestrian survey (I5-m survey intervals) of those areas. In addition to 
the archaeological resources inventory Nancy Calkins of Horrocks Engineers conducted a reconnaissance-level 
inventory of historic structures within the APE. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY RESULTS & DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY AND FINDINGS OF EFFECT 

Due to the large quantity of cultural resources identified within the APE, a detailed discussion on each of those 
resources and how each is individually affected by the undertaking is not reasonable herein. Detailed descriptions 
of each documented cultural resource are found in the enclosed inventory results reports. The enclosed Tables 1 
and 2 provide summary details of the cultural resources, namely resource site number or address, age, type, and 
agency eligibility determinations. Additionally, although we have not yet identified an appropriate alternative 
from the list of six alternatives that have been developed for the undertaking, we have examined how each of 
those six alternatives would affect the cultural resources identified within the APE, which effects descriptions and 
determinations are described in enclosed Table 3 and 4. A general description of the identified cultural resources 
and effects to those cultural resources is provided below. 
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Archaeological Resources 
During the archaeological resources inventory, a total of 9 archaeological sites were identified, including 2 newly 
recorded sites and updates to previously documented sites. The majority ofthe identified and documented 
archaeological resources within the APE are linear resources, including all of those properties in the following 
list: 

Site 42DV86, a section of the 1883 Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad; 
Site 42DV87, a section of the 1869 Union Pacific Railroad (originally part of the Utah Central Railroad 
completed in 1870); 
Site 42DV120, a section of the 1884 Davis & Weber Counties Canal in Davis County; 
Site 42WB487, a section of the 1884 Davis & Weber Counties Canal in Weber County; 
Site 42DV144, a section of the post-1884 Clinton South 8 Ditch; 
Site 42DV16l, a section of the 1908 Bamberger Railroad in Davis County; 
Site 42WB350, a section of the 1908 Bamberger Railroad in Weber County; and 
Site 42WB450, a section of the historic 1929 (and through the 1960s) Questar Feeder Line 19. 

Site 42DV154 - the only non-linear site - is a historic debris scatter representing multiple dumping episodes 
across the 20th Century. Three of the sites - Sites 42DV86, 42DV87, and sections of 42DV120 - were 
previously determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion A during past 
undertakings. Site 42WB350 was also previously determined NRHP eligible under Criteria A and B. Two sites
Site 42DV161 and 42WB487 - were newly recorded for this inventory and are determined NRHP eligible under 
Criterion A. 

Given impacts from development, the 42DV86 segment (impacted by landscaping and rail trail construction), one 
of the 42DV120 segments (west ofI-15, impacted by urban expansion and development), and the segments of 
Site 42WB350 (impacted by track replacement, urban development, and roadway construction) within the APE 
are non-contributing segments to the sites' overall eligibility. Sites 42DV144, 42DV154, and 42WB450 are not 
eligible for the NRHP. See also the enclosed Table 2 for a summary of the DOE for archaeological resources. 

Architectural Resources 
During the architectural resources inventory, a total of99 historic buildings and 4 historic bridges were identified. 
Of these, 51 historic buildings are considered eligible for the NRHP. The Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey: 
Clearfield, Clinton, Hill Air Force Base, and Sunset in Davis County, Utah Roy in Weber County, Utah (Calkins, 
Hansen, Lord 2012) identifies five time periods that provide a context of the overall development and history of 
the communities where the historic buildings are located: 

Early Settlement and Canal Construction (1876 to 1895) 
Farming and Civic Improvements Era (1896 to 1915) 
Community Separation of Sunset and Clinton (1916 to 1934) 
Town Incorporation and Growth (1935 to 1964) 
Interstate 15 Construction (1965 to 1966) 

Almost all of the buildings in the APE were built as single-family residences. A total of 17 buildings are 
associated with the first three eras. Eight of the 17 buildings from these three eras are eligible for the National 
Register. Two of the most unusual buildings in the APE, the concrete block vacant dwelling located at 857 W. 
1800 N. and a Prairie-style former LDS meetinghouse at 1387 W. 1800 N., date from the Farming and Civic 
Improvements Era and are the only buildings in the survey rated "ES" (eligible/significant). All of the alternatives 
avoid these two properties. 

The majority of the properties (82), were constructed as part of subdivisions during the "Town Incorporation and 
Growth" period and are the result of the establishment of the Ordnance Depot (which later became Hill Air Force 
Base) and post-war growth. The post-war buildings include a variety of post-war styles but do not appear to be 
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architecturally significant as individual structures. Of the 82 buildings associated with the Town Incorporation 
and Growth phase, 42 are eligible. Only four buildings are associated with the Interstate 15 Construction era; 
two are eligible. 

Bridge Structures OD 496A, OD 496B, and OE 1346 are Post-WWII bridges. Bridge Structure OD 744 was 
constructed during WWII. Two of the four historic bridges (OD 496A and OD496B) are concrete frame-type 
bridges. Bridge Structure OD 744 is a concrete T-beam-type bridge and Bridge Structure OE 1346 is concrete 
culvert-type bridge. All of the four bridges were evaluated under the Utah Historic Bridge Inventory (2011) and 
found NRHP ineligible. 

Table 5 below lists how many Adverse Effects, No Adverse Effects, and No Historic Properties Affected for the 
different historic property types (historic architecture and archaeological resources) that each ofthe six 
alternatives has. Enclosed Tables 3 and 4 list the effects determinations and describe the specific impacts for each 
of the historic properties under each of the proposed alternatives. 

CONSULTATION EFFORTS 

In accordance with stipulations outlined in the 106 P A, the FHW A and the UDOT initiated consultation with 
several Native American tribes/bands, including the Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall, the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, the Northwestern Band of the Shoshone 
Nation, the Uintah and Ouray Ute Indian Reservation, the Cedar Band of the Paiutes, and the Confederated Tribes 
of the Goshute Reservation. Formal letters sent to the tribeslbands in mid October and early November 2011 
requested information on any cultural resources they may have knowledge of in the undertaking's vicinity and 
invited them to be consulting parties. As of the date of this letter, the Confederated Tribes of the Goshute 
Reservation is the only tribe to respond; they requested to be kept informed of any updates to the cultural 
resources identification process for the undertaking. The FHW A and the UDOT will continue consultation with 
the Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation as necessary. Should any additional tribes/bands respond, the 
FHW A and the UDOT will continue any necessary consultation. 

In addition to consultation with the listed tribeslbands and with USHPO and HAFB, the FHW A and the UDOT 
are also consulting with the local governments of Clinton City and Sunset City. 

SUMMARY 

The following table summarizes the findings of effects for each alternative. We will notify your office when an 
alternative is selected and continue to consult with you to resolve any adverse effects. 

Table 5. Total number of Section 106 Effects Determinations (by type) for each Alternative. 

Adverse Effects No Adverse Effects 
No Historic Properties 

Alternatives Affected (Eligible/lneligible) 

HA AR Total HA AR Total HA AR Total 

Alternative A 16 2 18 16 0 16 19/52 3/4 78 
Alternative B 16 2 18 16 0 16 19/52 3/4 78 
Alternative C 12 2 14 20 0 20 19/52 3/4 78 
Alternative D 15 2 17 15 0 15 21152 3/4 80 
Alternative E 15 2 17 15 0 15 21152 3/4 80 
Alternative F II 2 13 20 0 20 20/52 3/4 79 

HA: Historic Architecture; AR: Archaeological Resources 

5 



157

Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect Determination 
1800 NOlth Environmental Impact Statement, Clinton and Sunset, Davis County, Utah 
UDOT Project No.: F-0037(4)0, PIN 6552 

The Cultural Resources Inventory Results Reports and associated materials, Tables 1-4, and several project maps 
are enclosed with this DOE FOE letter. 

Please review this document and, providing you agree with the findings contained herein, sign and date the 
signature line at the end of this letter. Should you have any questions or need additional information, please feel 
free to contact James Beers at (801) 620-1635 or iamesbeers@utah.gov or Elizabeth Giraud at (801) 965-4917 or 
egiraud@utah.gov. 

James D. Beers, M.A., R.P.A. 
NEPAINHP A Specialist 
UDOT Region One 

Enclosures: 
Undertaking Maps 
Tables 1-4 
Cultural Resources Inventory Results Reports and associated materials 
Historic Property Impacts Figures 

. r beth Giraud, AICP 
rchitectul'al Historian 

UDOT Central 

Regarding the UDOT Project Number: F-0037(4)0; 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Clinton and 
Sunset, Davis County, Utah (PIN 6552), I concur with the Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect 
(DOE FOE) described above, submitted to the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer in accordance with 
Section 106 ofthe NHPA and the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Utah Department oj Transportation, the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Section 106 Implementation jor Federal-Aid 
Transportation Projects in the State oj Utah (Section 106 PA) (signed into effect April 16, 2010), which DOE 
FOE states that the FHWA and the UDOT have determined the eligibility status of the above listed properties and 
that the proposed undertaking would have an Adverse Effect on historic properties within the APE. 

This DOE FOE letter describes the eligibility of and effects to each historic property under each of the six 
alternatives that are being analyzed for environmental impacts under the NEPA review process. Once a preferred 
altemativ 's selec d the FHWA and the UDOT will inform the USHPO of the decision. The eligibility and 
effects \ natio 15 for that decision are already reflected in this DOE FOE 

t o ( \ t~ z-
Cory Jensen 
Senior Pres rvatioLl Program Specialist 
Division of State History 

Date 
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State of Utah 

GARY R. HERB ERT 
Governor 

GREG BELL 
LiCIIICllmll Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
JO I·IN R. NJORD. ~E. 
EXCel/lil'e Director 

CARLOS M. BRACERAS . ~E. 
Depl/(Y Director 

October 10, 2012 

Najah Duvall-Gabriel 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Ave, NW, Suite 803 
Washington, D.C, 20004 

RE: UDOT Project Number: F-0037(4)0; 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Clinton and 
Sunset, Davis County, Utah (PIN 6552). 
Advisory Council Notification of Adverse Effect. 

Dear Ms. Duvall-Gabriel: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) and Clinton City and Sunset City, Utah, initiated an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address current and projected traffic demand on 1800 NOith (SR-37) 
from the 2000 West and SR-37 intersection on the western end to the Hill Air Force Base (HAFB) Falcon 
Hills lease area east of 1-15 and just east of the SR-37 eastern terminus on the eastern end. Proposed 
improvements would include widening 1800 North to a five -lane section, raising 1800 North over the 
UPRRJUTA main lines at approximately 500 West, and constructing a new interchange with 1-15 at 1800 
NOith. The EIS is studying six alternatives and a preferred alternative has not been selected. 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(I), the FHWA and the UDOT are providing this letter to the 
Advisory Council as notification that the project will have an Adverse Effect to hi storic propelties. Since 
a preferred alternative has not been selected, this letter includes the adverse effect determinations for all 
six alternatives being studied in the EIS. The documentation specified in 36 CFR 800. II(e) is enclosed, 
including all consultation letters and a copy of the cu ltural resources inventory reports. 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was developed in consu ltat ion with the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO). The APE is primarily one property parcel wide north and south of the SR-
37 roadway edge boundary and runs along SR-37 beginning approximately I, I 00 feet west of the SR-37 
and 2000 West intersection and extending east of 1-15 approximately 2,300 feet. It extends northward 
approximately 3,700 feet and southward to the 650 North interchange and includes the right-of-way for 
the interchange and a short section of SR-126 (about 650 feet south of the 650 North and SR-126 
intersection). The APE also includes the 5600 South interchange to the nOlth, which encompasses the 
5600 South interchange right-oF-way, the 1-15 and adjacent Frontage road Gust east of 1-15) right-oF-way 
between 5600 South and the next Riverda le exit to the north, an area one property parcel deep 

Environmental Division' Telephone (80 I ) 965-4173 • Facsimile (801) 965-4403 . www.udot.utah.gov 
Calvin Rampton Complex' 4501 South 2700 West· Mailing Address P,O. Box 148450 ' Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-8450 
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surrounding the SR-126 and 5600 South intersection, portions of the Hill Air Force Base near the 
Aerospace Museum, and a short section ofSR-126 right-of-way (about 680 feet) south of the SR-126 and 
5600 South intersection. 

The effort to identify and evaluate all historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources within the 
APE, as required by 36 CFR 800A, was conducted in accordance with the Secretary (!f the Interior's 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 Federal Register Part IV). 
CI-12M Hill Consultants completed the archaeological survey and the results are reported in A 
Reconnaissance Survey of Archaeological Resources within the 1800 North Environmental Siudy Area, 
Davis and Weber Counties, Utah. Horrocks Engineering completed the architectural survey and the 
results are repOtted in Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey: Clearfield, Clinlon, Hill Air Force Base, 
and Sunset in Davis County, Utah Roy in Weber County, Utah; and in Addendum 10 the Selective 
Reconnaissance Level Survey: Clearfield, Clinlon, Hill Ail' Force Base, and Sunset in Davis County, Ulah 
Roy in Weber Counly, Utah. 

During the cultural resources inventory of the APE, 99 architectural properties, 4 historic bridges, and 9 
archaeological sites were identified. Of these, 51 architecture properties and 6 archaeological sites have 
been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). No known traditional 
cultural propelties or paleontological resources are located in the APE. Depending on the alternative 
selected, the project would require acquisition and demolition of 11-16 architectural properties. All 
alternatives would require removal of an historical canal segment (Site 42DV87) and removal of an 
historical railroad segment (Site 42DVI61). 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, FHWA and UDOT applied the criteria of adverse effect and 
determined that demolition of the architectural properties and removal of large portions of the 
archaeological sites constitutes an Adverse Effect to all resources. Table I provides the total number of 
adverse effect determinations to architectural properties and archaeological sites according to each 
alternative. The Utah SHPO has concurred with the Determinations of Eligibility and the Findings of 
Effect for this project. We will continue to work with their office and other consulting parties to develop a 
Memorandum of Agreement for the resolution of adverse effects. 

Table I. Adverse Effect Determinations for all Cultural Resources. 

Adverse Effect Determinations 

Architectural Properties Archaeological Sites Tout! 

Alternative A 16 2 18 

Alternative B 16 2 18 

A I ternati ve C 12 2 14 
Alternative D 15 2 17 

Alternative E 15 2 17 

Alternative F II 2 13 

FHW A and UDOT initiated consultation with several Native American tribes/bands, including the 
Eastern Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of FOtt Hall, the 
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, the Northwestern Band of the Shoshone Nation, the Uintah and Ouray Ute 
Indian Reservation, the Cedar Band of the Paiutes, and the Confederated Tribes of the Goshute 
Reservation. No certified local governments are present in Clinton City or Sunset City. No other historic 
preservation interest groups have been identified. The Confederated Tribes of the Goshute responded with 
no objections to the project. Should any of the remaining parties respond, the FHW A and the UDOT will 
continue any necessary consultation. Any comments or concerns will be considered in developing 
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mitigating measures and determining final design options. Additional consultation and public 
involvement will continue throughout the environmental study process. 

The FHWA and the UDOT request that the Council review the enclosed information and determine 
whether it wishes to enter thc consultation process. If the Council chooses to participate, a response 
within 15 days would be appreciatcd. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 801-518-4956 or at 
jflsken@utah.gov if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Respectfully, 

Cultural Resources Program Manager 
UDOT Central Environmental 

Enclosures 

Cc: Elizabeth Giraud, UDOT Architectural Historian 
James Beers, UDOT Region 1 NHPA/NEPA Specialist 
Chris Lizotte, UDOT Region 1 Environmental Manager 
Brett Slater, UDOT Region 1 Project Manager 
Stan Jorgensen, Horrocks Engineers 
Nicole Tolley, Horrocks Engineers 
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November 8, 2012 
 
Jennifer Elsken 
Cultural Resources Program Manager 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Calvin Rampton Complex 
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake, UT 84114 
 
Ref:     Proposed Improvements to 1800 North (SR-37) 

            Davis County, Utah 

  

Dear Ms. Elsken: 
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties listed 
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information provided, we 
have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 

Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this 
undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse 
effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or other 
party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances change, and it is determined 
that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other 
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process.  
The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the 
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Ms. Najah Duvall-Gabriel at (202) 606-8585 or at ngabriel@achp.gov. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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State of Utah 

GARY R. HERBERT 
Gm'enlor 

GREG BELL 
Liellre/wlIl Gm'crnor 

February 13,2013 

Cory Jensen 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
JOflN R. NJORD. P. E. 
E:fecl/live Director 

CARLOS M. BRACERAS, ~E. 
Depllty Director 

Sen ior Preservation Program Specialist 
Utah Divis ion of State History 
300 Rio Grande 
Salt Lake City, UT 8410 1-1182 

RE: UDOT Project F-0037(4)0; 1800 North Environmental Impact Statement, Clinton and Sunset, Davis 
County, Utah (PIN 6552) 
Notification or Section 4(1) Impacts. 

Dear Mr. Jensen: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), in cooperation with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
and Clinton City and Sunset City, Utah, initiated an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a proposal to address 
current and projected traffic demand on 1800 North (SR-37) from the 2000 West and SR-37 intersection on the 
western end to the Hill Air Force Base (HAFB) Falcon Hill lease area on the eastern end (see enclosed project 
location map). 

In accordance with Section 4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 23 U.S.C. § 138 (as amended), 49 
U.S.C. § 303 (as amended), and 23 CFR 774, the FHWA and the UDOT are affording the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Officer (USHPO) an opportunity to review and comment on the Section 4(1) evaluation for greater than 
de minimis impacts as well as the de minimis impacts determination for this project. The FHW A is required to 
consu lt with the official with jurisdiction over Section 4(1) resources potentially affected by the project. Review and 
concurrence for the de minimis impacts determinations wi ll follow the stipulations in the Section 4(1) de minimis 
agreement between the USHPO and the FHWA as indicated in the enclosed June 12, 2007 letter. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Proposed transportation improvements on SR-37 between 2000 West and HAFB that would affect Section 4(1) 
historic properties include: 

• Widening 1800 North to a five-lane section (two travel lanes in each direction, a permissive left-turn lane, 
shoulder, curb and gutter, park strip, and sidewalk) for most of the corridor. As 1800 North approaches 
Main Street and 2000 West, 1800 North would require additional lanes to accommodate turning 
movements. 

• Raising 1800 North over the UPRRlUTA mainlines at approximately 500 West. 
• Constructing a new interchange with 1-1 5 at 1800 North. 

During the currently on-going environmental impacts review process conducted in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), several alternat ives have been examined that would implement the above-noted 
transportation improvements and avo id or minimize impacts to environmental resources. Six alternatives -
Alternatives A- F (see the Historic Property Impacts Figures enclosed with the previously-submitted Determination 
of Eligibility and Finding of Effect dated September 18, 2012 for a visual of the alternatives) - are being carried 
through a detailed environmental impacts analysis. The proposed SR-37 alignment would shi ft to avoid or minimize 

Environmental Division' Telephone (80 1) 965-4 173 . Facsimile (80 1) 965-4403 . www.udoLulah .gov 
Calvin Ramplon Complex' 4501 South 2700 West· Mailing Address P.O. Box 148450' Sail Lake City, Utah 841 14-8450 
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impacts to important environmental resources, including historic properties protected under Section 4(f). Between 
2000 West in Clinton and 300 West in Sunset, the six alternatives are the same. Between 300 West and 1-15 in 
Sunset, the alternatives differ. 

Several interchange options have been explored and, to ensure that all the potential environmental impacts are being 
considered for the interchange options, a large enough area is being examined at the eastern end of the project in the 
location of the proposed interchange options. After the environmental impacts analysis is completed, an alternative 
that avoids and/or minimizes impacts to environmental resources will be selected as the preferred alternative. 

SECTION 4(1') USE AND IMPACT 
Each of the alternatives would have both greater than de minimis and de minimis impacts to historic properties. 
Table I lists the total number of Section 4(1) greater than de minimis impacts and de minimis impacts under each of 
the alternatives. 

Table 1. Total number of Section 4(1) Greater than de minimis Impacts and De 
Minimis Impacts Determinations for each Alternative. 

Alternatives Gl'eatel' than de minimis De minimis Impacts 
Impacts 

Alternative A 18 16 
Alternative B 18 16 
Alternative C 14 20 

Alternative D 17 15 
Alternative E 17 15 

Alternative F 13 20 

Enclosed Tables 2 and 3 list the impacted historic properties under each altemative and how they would be either I) 
permanently incorporated into the proposed SR-37 transportation facility, i.e., greater than de minimis impact, based 
on an Adverse Effect Section 106 determination; or 2) not adversely affected by the project, i.e., de minimis impact, 
based on either a No Historic Propelties Affected or No Adverse Effect Section 106 determination. (Please note the 
Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effect was previously submitted to your office on September 18,2012.) 
The enclosed figures depict the Section 4(1) uses for the affected properties. 

A Section 4(1) evaluation for the greater than de minimis uses of the impacted historic properties was prepared and is 
included in the EIS. The evaluation discusses potential avoidance alternatives, least harm analysis, and measures to 
minimize harm. This information is summarized below. A copy of the complete Section 4(1) evaluation will be 
provided upon request. 

Section 4(1) requires evaluating avoidance alternatives that avoid all Section 4(1) propelties and determining if they 
are feasible and prudent. Several alternatives were evaluated, including alternatives not carried forward in the EIS 
for detailed study, as well as design modifications to alternatives. 

Alternatives that avoided all Section 4(1) propelties included the No-action Alternative, the Transportation System 
Management (TSM) Alternative, and the Transit Alternative; however, these alternatives did not meet purpose and 
need and were, therefore, determined to be not feasible or prudent. 

Seven build alternatives were also considered (Alternatives 1-7). These alternatives included capacity and safety 
improvements to 1800 North, a new interchange with Jw 15, and improvements to other streets and interchanges in 
the study area. All of these alternative impact Section 4(1) properties; therefore, there is not a feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative for the project. 

Since no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists, a least harm analysis was done for Alternatives A-F. This 
included: ability to mitigate impacts; the relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation; relative 
significance of each property; views of the official with jurisdiction; ability to meet purpose and need; adverse 
impacts to other resources; and cost. 
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The altemative with the least overall harm is determined by balancing the factors discussed above. Alternative F was 
determined to be the alternative with the least overall harm because it would have a greater than de minimis impact 
to only 13 Section 4(1) properties (other alternatives would have a greater than de minimis impact to 14 to 18 Section 
4(1) properties), it would not have a greater than de minimis impact to any relatively significant historic propelties, it 
would cause a lesser economic impact than Alternatives A through E, and it would have a lower cost than 
Alternatives A through E. 

The Section 4(1) evaluation also identified measures to minimize harm to historic properties. Several design and 
construction measures were considered through project development and the analysis of avoidance alternatives. 
Retaining walls, instead of fill slopes, were implemented at the railroad overpass, and minor alignment shift were 
utilized throughout the corridor to minimize impacts to Section 4(1) resources. The study team evaluated a narrower 
typical section and the use of steeper cut and fill slopes, but the impacts to Section 4(1) resources remained the same. 

Please review this information and provide any comments or concerns you may have. Should you have any 
questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact me at 801-518-4956 or atj~Jsken@utah.gov. 

Cultural Resources Program Manager 
UDOT Environmental Services 

Enclosures 
Project Location Map 
Tables 2 and 3 
Section 4(1) Use Figures 
Section 4(1) De Minimis Agreement Letter between the USHPO and the FHWA 

cc: Brett Slater, Project Manager, UDOT Region One 
Chris Lizotte, Environmental Manager, UDOT Region One 
Elizabeth Giraud, UDOT Architectural Historian 
Stan Jorgensen, Project Manager, Horrocks Engineers 

1800 North, 3 



A P P E N D I X  A :  L I S T  O F  T E C H N I C A L  R E P O R T S                                                A - 1

Technical Report Title Prepared By: Contact

A Reconnaissance Survey of 
Archaeological Resources within the 
1800 North Study Area, Davis and 
Weber Counties, Utah

CH2MHill
Aaron Fergusson, RPA
215 South State Street
Suite 1000
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Brian Michels
CH2MHill
215 South State Street
Suite 1000
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Community Social Assessment

Rocky Mountain Social Science
Richard S. Krannich, PhD
P.O. Box 184
Paradise, Utah 84328

Ryan Pitts
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Existing Safety Conditions Analysis Horrocks Engineers

Mike Seely
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Phase 1 Submittals Horrocks Engineers

Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Preliminary Noise Analysis
Horrocks Engineers
Brian Jones

Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Project Design Criteria Horrocks Engineers

Justin Beddoes
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Right-of-Way Tables Horrocks Engineers

Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Selective Reconnaissance Level Survey
Clearfield, Clinton, Hill Air Force Base, 
and Sunset in Davis County, Utah
Roy in Weber County, Utah

Horrocks Engineers
Nancy Calkins
Historic Preservation Specialist

Nicole Tolley
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Traffic Memos Horrocks Engineers

Mike Seely
Horrocks Engineers
2162 West Grove Parkway
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062

Zoning and Land Use Maps N/A N/A

Appendix A Technical Reports can be found on the attached CD.
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